California Department of Social Services Estimates Branch & Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Table of Contents

STATE AND LOCAL REALIGNMENT
REBIIGNMENT REVISIONS. ...ttt e st e e e ettt e e e bt et e e s e te e e e e e asbb e e e e enbeeeeeasseeeesansbeeeesansneeenans 1

101 - TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES (TANF)/CALIFORNIA
WORK OPPORTUNITY AND RESPONSIBILITY TO KIDS (CaWORKSs) PROGRAMS

101 CalWORKsASSISTANCE

General Fund Maintenance Of Effort AGJUSIMENT ..........oouiiiiiee e 3
TWO-PaIreNt PrOGIIM. ...c.cee e ittt e e e e e s e e e e e e e s s n e e et e e e e e e s s nnnereeeeaeeessannnrnneeeaeeeaanns 5
oS Lol = (PSPPSR 7
JUNE 2003 IMAP COLA .. ettt ettt h e bt e h e e bt ookt et e s bt ea bt e eh e e et e e b e e e bt e nbe e e nneenbeennn e e 9
CAWORKS GIaNt REAUCTION. ...ttt ettt be et be s e e nbe e e sn e et e e e sneenneeanneennne s 11
AFDC COlBCHONS ...ttt ettt e et e e et e e st e e bt e e be e e e bn e e nbe e e sbeeennneeen 13
I o= I NN TP TOPUSTSPR PSP 15
Cal Learn Bonuses and SanCLiONEA GantS..........cuvvereiiurieeeeiiiieeessieeeessssteeeessseseeessssseeessnsseeesssnsseessssssseesssnnnes 81
LT LYo 1T N AN T I SRR 51
CaAWORKS 60-MONth TIME LIMIT.......eiieiiiiiee e e e e e e st e e e s s e e e e enseeeessnnseeeeennnneeeeennnes 55
CaAWORKS SAfELY INEL. ...ttt sttt st e st e e s ab e e aab e e e bt e e s bb e e ebeeesaneeeenbeeesnneeeanes 55
Exemptions for 16 and 17-Year OlAS (SB 1264). ......cccueiiiiieiiiieeiiiieesieee st siee e siee et e st ssssae s beeesaeessnee e 19
Unemployment INSUrance (U1) BeNEFITS........oouiiiiiiieiii e 21
SENION PareNnt DEEMING. ... .eeieiiitiiie e ettt e ettt e e et e e e et e e e e et e e e e aaaaae e e e ssseeaeeaasaseeeasssaeeeeasseeeeeasseeeeeannreeaeennnes 25
PrOSPECHIVE BUAGELING. ... eeeeeeee it e ettt e e e e e e st e e e e e e e s e st e e e e e e e e s saastbeeeeeaaeeesssntsaeeeeaeessaanssrnnneeeas 29
ReCent NONCITIZEN ENIFANES ......ooiiiiiiiiieiie ettt e e e st e e s b e s e e e sne e e sne e 39
Kinship Guardianship Assistance Payment PrOgraim............eeeviiiieee i eeiiiie e e sieee e e s e e nnseeeas 133
Child Support Assurance DemoNSIration PrOJECL...........cocuuiiiiiieiiie ettt 43

101 CalWORKsSERVICES

Employment Training FUNG..........o..oiiiiiie ettt et e e sab e e s nae e e e be e e snbeeesnbeeean 45
L0 V@ ] =T S oSSR a7
SiNGle AlIOCEION AGJUSIMENL ... e e e e e e e e st e e e e e e e e e s st b e e e e eaeeessssntraeeeeaeessaannrens 49
B0-MONEN TANF TIME LIMIT....eetiieiiiiiie ettt s e e e st e e e e st e e e e e snbe e e e e esbe e e e s ansneeeeennneeeeeennes 51
CaAWORKS 60-MONE TIME LIMT......eeiiiiiiiie et e e e st e e e et e e s snsee e e e e nnneeeeeenees 55
(0= T @ R SRS = Y 1N [ PSR 55
SUDSIANCE ADUSE SENVICES.....ceeiiie ettt e et e e et e e e sttt e e e s saa e e e e st eaeeansaeeeeaansseeeeasseeeeeansaeeeeennneeeeeenses 61
MENEEl HEAITN SEIVICES ... . eiiee ettt s e e e e e st e e e e e e e e e eseee e e e s steeeeanssseaeeasseneesansnnnenans 63
Mental Health and/or Substance Abuse for Indian Health ClINICS.........ccoeiiiiiiiiii e 65
County PerfOrmManCe INCENTIVES. .........uiiiie ettt ettt ettt e st s sab e e e bt e e e be e e ebeeesnbeeeanbeeesnneeennes 69



California Department of Social Services Estimates Branch & Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

101 CalWORKsSERVICES (continued)

Effect of EDD Wagner Peyser REIMDUISEMENL. ........coiiiiiiiii ittt snee e 71
Recent Noncitizen Entrants - EMPIOYMENE SEIVICES........c.vuiieiiiiiee et eree e et e e e e e e eae e s enaeee e 39
Tribal TANF - EMPIOYMENT SENVICES......cciiiiiie ettt et e e e e et e e e e et e e e e easae e e e e anreeeeeenees 15
WEIFAre-tO-WOIK OVEITAD ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e st e e e e e e e e e s ennnereneeeeas 73
Welfare-to-WOrk MatiCh OVENTBD. ...t e e st e e s s e e e e snbeeeeeans 75
TANF Pass-Through fOr SEAE AQENCIES.........ueeeieiiieeeiiiieeeesitieeeseieee e e steeeeesssseeeeeasaeeeeasnseeeesaasseeeeesseeeeesnnses 7
Employment Retention and AdvanCement SErVICES GraNt ..........ccoiueeiieieriieee e siee et stee e e e 79

101 TEEN PROGRAMS

(0 I =2 11 o FORT TR RPTPRTRRR 81
Recent NoNCitizen ENtrantS - Cal LEAIN SaIVIiCES. ...cuuuueee e eeeeeeeeee ettt ettt e s e e e e et eeeaa e aeseeeeeeesstraasseeeeeseennns 39
Y outh DevelOpMENt SENVICES PrOJECL.........uuiiiiii et e e e e e e s et e e e e e e e s e s snsrreaeeeaaeeeaans 87

101 CalWORKs - ADMINISTRATION

TANF/CAWORKS AdMINIStrative COSES - BASIC ....uvveiiiiiieeiiiiiee ettt e et e e e e e nneee e e nees 89
B0-MONEN TANF TIiME LIMIT.....eieeeiiiiie et e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e snsaeeeeasnsaeeeeessaeeesansseeeeeannnneeeennnes 51
CaAWORKS 60-MONth TIME LIMIT.......eiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e s e e e et e e e e snneeeeennnneeeeennnes 55
CaWORKS SAELY NEL......cutiiiiiie et st ettt e e et e e st e e st e e e et e e e eateeeeateeeaaseeeasseesasseeeseeesseeeanseeeanseeeanns 55
QLI TR AN NN TS RPTR 15
Fraud RECOVENY INCENLIVES........c..iiieiieece et e e e e s e e e e e e e s s sttt e e e e e e e e e s sanbeaeeeeaeesseanssranneeeas 91
AN (ol N T 0T S 1 1 PR SRSUSRR 93
AdMINISIatiVe Cap AGJUSIMENT......eeiiiiiiiie ettt e e st e e s ae e e e e ssbe e e e s snbaeeeesasseeeeeanseeeesansseeeeans 95
2 T 00 110 RS = o PSR 97
L0 = TSR 9
EBT AdMINISratiVe IMPBCL........ooiueeiiiiie ittt ettt et et e e st e e ebs e e e ne e e enne e e snneeeenneas 281
RECENT NONCITIZEN ENEFANES ....eeiiieiie et e e e e st e e e e st e e e et e e e e snteeeeeanssseaeeenseneesannnneaeans 39
Medi-Ca Services Eligibility/COmmON COSES. ........uuiiiiiieiiieaiiie ettt sie s saeeesneeas 101
RESEACh and EVAIUBLION ........eeiiiiiiieeecee et e e e e et e e e et e e e e et e e e e enbe e e e s snreeeeannnneeas 103
County Maintenance of Effort (MOE) AGJUSIMENT..........ccoiiiiiieeiiiiie et e e e e e e e 105
SENIOr Parent DEEIMING........uuuiiiiie e i e e e e e e e e e s s e e e e e e e e s s et b b e e e e aaeeeaaastbaaeeeaaeesssnsnssreeeeaeessaannrens 25
PrOSPECHIVE BUAGEIING. ... eeeeee ettt ettt et e e e e e sttt e e e s bt e e e e st e e e s entee e e e anseeeeeannbeaeessnseeeneans 29
Kinship Guardianship Assistance Payment PrOgraim............eeeviiiieeeiiiiieeeeiiee e siieee e siee e s e e snnseeeas 133

101 CalWORKsCHILD CARE PROGRAMS

CaWORKSs Child Care - Stage One Services and AdMINISITALION .........oovveeiiieieiiie i 107
L0S ANGEl €S RELTOACHIVE PayMENTS........iiiiiieiiiie ittt sttt e b e e s e e e snbeeesnneas 111
Stage ONe Child Car@ REFOMMS..........viiie it e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e s e nnaeeeesannreeaeaannes 113
B0-MONEth TANF TIME LIMIT.......eii ittt s e sne e s e ane e e 51



California Department of Social Services Estimates Branch & Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

101 CalWORKsCHILD CARE PROGRAMS (continued)

CaAWORKS 60-MONth TIME LIMIt.......ceiiiiiiiee et e et e e e e e e e e s esne e e e e snreeeeennnes 55
CaAWORKS SAfELY NEL. .....cieiieiiie ettt s e e st e e sat e e sat e e e asbe e e asseeebeeeanbeeesnbeeeanseeeanseeennes 55
Recent Noncitizen Entrants, Cal Learn and CW Child Care...........ccuveiieieiiiieiieecee e 39
State-Only Cal Learn Child Care...........uuiiiiiie ettt e e e e e e s st e e e e e e e s e s atrareeeeaaeeeaans 115
I8 1 PSPPSR 117
S O 1 o= 1o SRR 121
CaWORKSs Child Care Fund Transfer to CDE for Stage TW0 as CCDBG...........ccccueiiiieeiiiee e 123
Child Care Stage One/Stage TWO HOIADACK. ..........ciiiiieiiiie e 127

101 CaWORKs COUNTY PROBATION FACILITIES
Juvenile AsSESSMENt/ TrEAIMENT FaCHITIES. ......ue ettt ettt e e e e e e ettt e e e e eeeeeeeasrarereeeees 129
AN |l (0T = £0] 7= 0] g O 1 40T 131

101 Kin-GAP PROGRAM

KIN-GAP PrOgram COSES......ccuteieutieeitteeiete ettt et e et e e aiee e e tse e e te e e e be e e sbe e e aabe e e ambe e e ambeeaasseeaneeeanneeesnneeesnneas 133
StAte-ONlY KiN-GAP PrOGIAIM......coiiii ittt ettt e e ssb e e s se e e abb e e e be e e sneeesaneeesnbeeesnneeens 133
KiN-GAP AQMINISITBIION.......eeiiiiiiiie e e e e e e e e e e s s e e e e e assteeeeeasaeeeeaassaeeeeansseeeeeasreeeeannnneeas 133
State-Only Kin-GAP AdMINISITEIION. .......c.vviieeiiiiee et e e e e s e e e e st e e e e e e e e e snsaeeeeensneeeeeanneeeeennnes 133

101 FOSTER CARE PROGRAM

Title IV-E Child SUPPOIt COIECIIONS .....ceoiiiiiiie et e s st e e e snb e e e s snnreeeeans 139
Foster Family HOME BASIC COSES. .....cceiuiiiieiiiiiie e eiiiiee e ettt e e s sttt e e st e e e et ee e s st e e e ennst e e e snnseeeesanneeeeeannnneeas 141
GrOUD HOME BASIC COSES. ... ettt ettt ettt sttt ettt s st e e ssb e e e s sb e e e asee e e ke e e abe e e anne e e enseeesnneeeanneeens 145
Foster Family AQENCY BaSIC COSIS ... .uuiiiuiiiiiiieiiie ettt ettt e e e ae e e sse e e snneeeeneeas 147
Serioudy Emotionally Disturbed Children BaSIC COSES .......ccuuieiiiieiiieeiiie e riee et 149
Supplemental ClOthiNG ATTOWEANCE. ..........uii ittt e s be e e sbe e e snbeeens 151
Foster Care Savings Due to CAWORKS EMPIOYMENt SEIVICES ........cciiiiieiiiieiiiee st 153
TIHE TV-E REJUCTION. ...ttt bbbttt h et et e e e nbeeenn e e neennne e 155
Promoting Safe and Stable FamilieS SAVINGS .....ueiiiiii i e e e e e s e nrreeeeeeas 157
KIN-GAP FOSIEN Cal® SAVINGS ...uvveiieeiiiiieeesitie e sttt e e et e e s s bee e e s aasbe e e e s asbeeeesaseeeeeaansseeeesnnbeeeesanseeeeeaanseeeas 133
Supportive Transitional EMancipation PrOGraM..........c.ueeieiiiiiieeiiiie e esiieee e ssiiee e s sieeee e s snseeeessnsseeeessnseeeesnnnes 159
Emergency Assistance Program -- Foster Care WEITAre .........ocueviieiiiiiie e 161

101 ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

101 REFUGEE CASH ASSISTANCE
B2 S ol 00 TS TP UPP PR 165
PrOSPECHIVE BUAGEIING. ... e eeteeee et e ettt ettt et e e e et e e e sttt e e e sst e e e e e st e e e e e ansseeeeansseeeeannseeeesansnneenans 29



California Department of Social Services Estimates Branch & Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

101 CALIFORNIA FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Emergency FOOO ASSISEANCE FUN .........ooiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e e e e e sneeas 167
California FOOd ASSIStANCE PrOGraM........c.uveieiiiiiee e e ettt e e e ettt e et e e e et e e e e st e e e e eaa e e e s enseeeeeeanaeeeesannneeaeennnes 169
(1SN S v (=@ AV = (00 = A ST 169
(O Y e 0= a0 (=0 I = (00 = USSP PRRRRR 169
[ B ST i o T = SR 173
PrOSPECHIVE BUAGEIING. ... eeeeeee ettt et e e e e e et e e e st e e e e sst e e e e esbe e e e s ansseeeeansseeeeannseeeesansnneenans 29

102 CaWORKsSERVICES
WEITAIETO-WWOIK IMTBECI. ... ettt e e e et et e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeennnns 177

111 - SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME/STATE SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENT
(SSI/SSP)/IN-HOM E SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

111 SSI/SSP

B S ol 0= £ TSP 179
Advance Billing PENalty TOF SSP ......coo it e e e e e e s nnaeeas 181
JANUBNY 2003 COLA ...ttt e e oo e e ettt e et e e e e e s e et b beeeeeeeeeesaaaneebeeeeaeeeeaaansneneeeeeaeeeeaannbnaeeeeeas 183
0T 00 ST 185
S = (=" [ o 1o RS 187
JANUANY 2004 COLA ...ttt e e e e e e st e oo e b e e e e ek e et e e e e R b et e e e e a R e e e e e e R nn e e e e e nn e e e e nnreeeans 189
S Yo [0 1T 1S = o o SRR 191
California Veterans Cash BENEFit...........cooiuiiieiiiiiie st e e ee e e e st e e e e e e e e e enaeeaeaennes 193
Cash Assistance Program for Immigrants (CAPI) - BaSe Program..........c.eeeeeiiiieeeeciieee et esieee e 195
CAPI - EXtended TimeE LIMT.......ooiiiiiieiiiiiie ittt e et e e s et e e e s sabae e e s ssae e e e e snnbeeeeenees 195
SSP IMOE ElGIDIE ...ttt et e et e e e st e e esb e e snte e e enaeeesseeenseeeanneeeenneeeanneeeanneeens 199

111 IN-HOME SUPPORTIVE SERVICES (IHSS)

Personal Care Services Program/Residual IHSS BaSIC COSES........ccuueeiieieiiiieiiiee e 203
CMIPS and ASSOCIAEEA COSES.....eeeeiuveeiieiiiiiieeeeiteee e e ettt e e e stae e e e et eeeesteeeeeasssaeeeaasseeaeeasseeeeeansseeeeeannaeeaeennses 209
CIMIPS CONLraCt PrOCUMBIMIENL .....eeeiiieeiiieieeee e e e e ettt e e e e e e s s st e e e e e e e s ssat e ereaeeessssnsaaneeeaeesssannssnaenneaaeeesans 213
INCOME ElQIDIE SNift ...t be e s e e s be e e sneeas 215
Public Authority (Wages and BENEFILS) .......ccccuuiiiiiiiiiee et e e e e e e s aaaaeeas 219
0o TTo AN 11 0 T AV AN [0 1T 0 S = 1 oo R 229
Non-PA Individual Provider R INCIEASE.........cooiiiiiie ettt e e annneeas 235
Contract MOAE AUGMENTELION. .......eieeeeeeieiiieeeeiteee e e ettt e e e st e e e st eeessteeeeeansseeeeaasseeeeeanseeeeeansseeeesanseeesannses 237
WaVEr PErsONal Care SEIVICES. ... .uueieiiieiie e eeiee e e ettt e e st ee e e e st e e e sasaee e e e asteeeeesnsteeeeaassseeeeasseeeeeansseneeannseeens 241
Tyler v. Anderson Settlement & TMPIEMENEHION. .........coviiieeiiiie e e e e e e e sneeeeeens 243
B O G = V0o [ 0o TSROSO P RPN 247
Title XI1X Reimbursement (IHSSICSBG/CWS) .......coouiiiiiiiiiiie ettt 251



California Department of Social Services Estimates Branch & Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

111 IHSSADMINISTRATION

2 S Lo 0= £ S PPEP 253
County Employer of RECOI (AB 2235) ......ooeeiiiiiie e iitieee ettt e et e e e e e st e e e e s aa e e e s snbae e e s ennaeeeesanreeaeennees 255
(0 0= = =TT P PP PPUOPRPPPPPPP 257
THSS AQVISOrY COMMITIEES ........uuiieiiieee e eicciieee e e e e e s st e e e e e s s e st e e e e aeesesaabeeaeeeeeeessaasntrsaeeeaeeessansnrenneeeas 259

141 - COUNTY ADMINISTRATION

141 FOSTER CARE

2 S Lol 0= £ S PEP 261
Y I = e = T ] o ] TRV PR ORI 159
FINANCIBI AUDITS ...ttt ettt e e st e e e e b bt e e e e bb et e e e nbb e e e e snb e e e e s anbbeeeeannnneeas 265
Kinship Guardianship Assistance Payment PrOgraim............eeeiiiieiee i e e s snnneeas 133
L0001 0= = ST PPRPTR 99

141 FOOD STAMPSADMINISTRATION

o o 01 £ SRR 261
Food Stamp AdMiNiStrative REAUCTION .........coiuiieiiii et 267
S R = g 0 (= [ o 1 o SRR 187
FOOd Stamp SanCtioN SEIEMENL. ............viii et e e e st e e e s anb e e e s enreeeeeaanneeas 269
(B G L T 2 ST 173
Employment and Training PrOgram..........cooiiieiiroiiiiee ettt e e st e e e s b e e e snnbe e e e s snnneeeeannnneeas 271
2 T 00 110 RS = o PSR 97
California Nutrition Promotion NEIWOIK...........c.uuieeiiiiei e e e e st e e e e nnnee e e e snnaeeeeennees 275
N U i T o (8o 1Ko g I = = o SRR 277
N (03 N VN a0 R o SR SRSOPRR 93
PrOSPECHIVE BUAGELING. ...ttt ettt ettt ettt et e et e e st e e e st e e e sab e e e eab e e e asbeeenbeeenbeeesnneeesnbeeean 29
EBT Wireless POS Devices for FarmerS MarketS.........coocuvveeeiiiiiie et et a e 279
EBT AdMINISLratiVe IMPBCL.......cuviieeeeiiie ettt e e e e e e e et e e e e e bt e e e e aaaaeeeesnnbeeeessnnreeeeaannnneas 281
California FOOd ASSISLANCE PrOgraM........cueiiiiieiiiciiiiiee e e e e e sttt e e e e e s e et e e e e e e e e s st e e e e e e e e s sssnneaneeeeaaeeaaans 169
(01T S v (=@ A . (00 7= A PSPPSR 169
(O el 0= 010 (= o . 00 = o SRS 169
H.R. 2646 FarM Bill.......cciiieiiiie ettt et e e et e e et e e et e e et e e anae e e nnteeenneeeeneeeenneeeanneeeenneas 173
PrOSPECHIVE BULGELING. ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt e et e e e e abe e e e ab e e e amb e e e aabe e e asbeeeneeeeanneesnnneeanneeean 29

141 REFUGEE CASH ASSISTANCE
Refugee Cash AsSIStance - ADMINISITALION. .........eeiiiiieee e e e e e e e e e s e e e s enb e e e s snreeeesaanneeas 287
PrOSPECHIVE BUAGELING. ... eeeeee ettt ettt e e e e e st e e e e e e e s et e e e e e e e e s saattbaeeeeaaeeesasntaaeseeaeessaanssrnnneeens 29



California Department of Social Services Estimates Branch & Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

141 SAWSINTERFACE WITH EXISTING SYSTEMS
S N S (011 £ 1= & TP T T TSR RTPRTR 289

141 MERCED AUTOMATED GLOBAL INFORMATION CONTROL (MAGIC)
Merced Automated Global Information Control (MAGIC) .......cuuiiiiiiiiiieecee e 291

141 EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE
Emergency Assistance Administration - Foster Care WEIfare............oooveeiiiiiiiciieeee e 161

141 AUTOMATION PROJECTS

Statewide ProjECt ManagEMENL.. ... e et e e e e e e s e et e e e e e e e e s s aabareeeeaeeeseannnrarereeaaeeaaans 293
SAWS - Welfare Data Tracking Implementation Project..............ueevieiii it e e 295
Interim Statewide Automated Welfare System (ISAWS) ......ooo it 297
LEADER. ...ttt ettt h bt bR e e oAb e Rt e R e e e R e e oAbt e R e e e ARt e eheeenbeeebeeenneenneeeneenreeas 299
Welfare Client Data SyStEM (WECDS) .....c.uueiiiiiieiiieeritee ettt ettt st e anb e e e st e e e ne e e sneeesnneeesnneas 301
Consortium IV (C-1V) IMPIEMENTELION..........eeeiiiieiiiee ettt ettt e e be e e sneeesnneeens 303
Statewide Fingerprint IMaging SYSIEM (SFIS) ......eiiiiiie it 305
Electronic BenefitS Transfer PrOJECL..........c.uii i 307

151 SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAMS

151 CHILD WELFARE SERVICES

2 S o 0 ST 309
CWS Redesign / Program IMprovement Plan............c.eeo it 313
Augmentation t0 Child WEITAre SEIVICES...........ei it 315
CWS/ICMS SyStem SUPPOIT SEAFT.......eeeeieiieeiie ettt e et et e e s e e nbeesreeenteenneeenes 317
Emergency ASSISLANCE PrOGIraM.........coiiiiie it e ettt e e e ettt e e e e e e e et e e e e e be e e e e saae e e e e annseeeessnreeeeaannneeas 319
Kinship Guardianship Assistance Payment Prograim .............ceeeeiiiiiiieiieee et e e e ssirree e e e e e e e s snnreeee e 133
TIIe XX Transfer O DSS...... .ottt s et e s e 247
State Family Preservation - PErmanent TranSTEr ........ccueeieiiiiiie ettt e e e e 321
Promoting Safe and Stale FamMIliES..........oooiiiii e 323
INAEPENdENt LiVING PrOGIaIM ......coiutiiiieie ettt ettt ettt e et e st e e st e e e asb e e e sab e e e me e e e ne e e ennneesnneeeenneas 325
Extended Independent LiViNg PrOOraIML.........coouiii ittt e e e sneeeeneeas 327
[ VS = A (ol = 7= g (o] o= ] o PSSR 329
Transitional Housing for FOStEr YOULN (AB 427) .....ooiuiiieiie et 437
Transitional Housing for FOSter YOULh (AB 1119).....cc.uuiiiiiiiiiieeiiie ettt 441
STEP - Transitional Independent Living Plan ACHVILY ........ccvvie oo 159
Emancipated FOSEr YOULN SHPENAS.........ooi e e e e e e e e e e et reaeeeaas 331
Recruitment and Retention Of SOCIAl WOIKENS.........ooiiiiiiiiii e 333
Child Welfare TrainNing PrOGraIML.........cooiiiiiieeiiiie et e et e e et e e s s e e e s sstee e e s ssbeeeeesnseeeeeansseeeesanneeeeeennses 335



California Department of Social Services Estimates Branch & Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

151 CHILD WELFARE SERVICES (continued)

Substance Abuse/HIV Infant Demo Project (Options fOr RECOVENY)......cccuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 337
Pass- Through TitlE IV =B COSES........ciiiiiiiie ettt e e e e e et e e e e st e e e e s anb e e e e e anreeeeaannneeas 339
Foster Parent Training and RECIUITMIENE. ............oiiiiiiiiee et e et e e e e et e e e e s e e e e s nnr e e e e s snreeeeaannneeas 343
Minor Parent Services and INVESHGAIONS .........uveiiieeiiiiciiiee e e e st e e e e e s e e e e e e s st e e e e e e e e s s e nnnreneeeeas 345
KINSNIP SUPPOIT SENVICES. ... eeiieiiiiiiie et ee ettt e ettt e et e e s st e e e e sttt e e e s abb e e e e e anbee e e e snbe e e e s annneeeeannnneeas 347
Kinship and Foster Care EMErgenCy FUNDS ........coooiiiiieiiiiiiee et e et e e s e e e s nnnneeas 349
CWS/CMS SET DEVEIOPIMENL ...ttt ettt e et e e e se e e e ass e e s se e e ese e e enneeesnneeeanneeeas 351
CWS/CMS ONGOING ME& O ...ttt ettt e st e e e e he e e e kbt e e be e e aane e e sabeeesnbeeesnneeens 353
CWS/ICMS Application Server REPIGCEMENT. ........coiiiii ittt saee e 355
CWS/CMS Expanded AdOPLioN SUDSYSIEIM...........uiiiiiie it siie et siee e stee et se s s e e e e snbeeesnneeens 357
(@ gl o I T L g =0 S = ORI 359
Supportive and Therapeutic Options Program (STOP) ... e 361
Group HOME MONINIY VISIES....eeiiiiiii ittt s et e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e s st areeeeaeeeseanssananeeaaeeeaans 363
BaCKGroUNd ChECKS.......coo ittt e et e e s st et e e e anbb e e e e e st e e e e s annreeeesnnsneeas 365
REEIVE HOME APPIOVAIS .....eeee ettt et e ettt e e st e e e e st e e e s eabte e e e e anse e e e e enseeeesanseeeeesnnnneeas 367
Multiple Relative HOME APPIOVEIS. .......ooiiiieiiiie ittt ettt e e e nne e e s e e snneeeenneas 369
GrevanCe REVIEW fOr REIGHIVES...........oiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e e e e et e e e e snsae e e e ensseeeeeannaeeeeennnes 371
LiVE SCAN TECINOIOGY ...ttt ettt ettt ettt et e st e et e e s st e e smb e e e ebb e e e ne e e enneeeenneeeeneeas 373
Health Services for Children in FOSIEr Care........oooiiuiiie it e e e e e e e nnnaeeas 375
BESt PraCtiCES EVAIUBLION .......ceeiiiiiiie ettt e et e e e et e e e e et e e e e e na e e e e annbeeeesannreeaeannnneean 377
Child and Family Service REVIEWS (AB B36).........cccciiuiiieiiiiiieceiiiee e e et e e estae e e e s saree e e s sbee e e e e nnaeeeesanaeeaeennnes 379
Transitional Housing for FOSter YOULh FUNG.............ouiiiiiiiee e e e 437

151 ADOPTIONS PROGRAM

2 S o 0 SR 381
Federal INCentives fOr ATOPLIVE SEIVICES ......oo.uiiiiiii ettt e e e esneeesneeas 385
Private Agency Adoption Reimbursement PaymeNtS............eooiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 387
Foster and Adoptive HOME RECTUITMENE.............uiiiiiiiiiie ettt sae e sneeas 389
COUNLY COUNSE COSES. ... uteieeiiiteie e e ettt e e e ettt e e et e e e e et e e e e s e e e e e s te e e e e aasseeeeaasseeeeeasseeeesanseeeeeaassseeesansaneaeannnes 391
NONrecUrring AdOPLiON EXPENSES ......cciuviie ittt e e ettt e et e e e et e e e et e e e e et e e e e eaee e e e e aabeeeeesasseeeesanreeeeaansneeas 393
Speciaized Training for Adoptive ParentS (STAP) .....ueci e e e et e e e e 395
Nonresident Petitions for AdOPtioN (AB 746) ........ocuueie oot e e nnsneeas 397

151 CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION PROGRAM

County TRIrd Party CONIACES. ........oiuuei ittt e et e e ssb e e e ass e e e abs e e e asseesneeeebeeesnneeesnneeens 399
(=0 L= = T = | ST PSR OTR 401
State Children's TrUuSt FUNA PrOgraML.........oooiie ittt s e e snbe e e snneeen 403



California Department of Social Services Estimates Branch & Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

151 SPECIAL PROGRAMS

Other SPECIAIIZEA SEIVICES. .....eiiueiieiiiee ettt ettt s e e sa b e e sab e e e e st e e e bb e e e beeeabeeesnbeeesnbeeesnneeens 405
Eligibility Extension of DOg FOOD AIIOWANCE.............eveiiiiee et e e 407
ACCESS ASSIStANCE/DERS - BASIC COSES. ...ttt ettt ettt sb e n e be e sn e e nne e nneennee s 409
Access Assistance/Deal - Tithe XX FUNAING ....vvveiiie i e e e e e e e rareeeeas 247
= 0 0T YA O = TSP 111
Refugee EMployment SOCIAl SENVICES. ......ccoiiiiiiieiiiiee ettt et e e e st e e e s ns e e e s snneeeeeeanneeeas 413
TAQELEA ASSISIANCE. ...ttt ettt et e e e h e e hb e e a b e e e he e e e be e e e ne e e e Re e e enne e e enne e e enne e e nnreas 415
County Services BIOCK Grant - BaSIC COSES. .....couuiiiiiieiiiie ittt ettt sne e snnee e 417
AQUIL ProtECIVE SENVICES. ... .eiei ittt et e et e e e e e st e e e e st e e e e e st eeeeessee e e e e ssseeeeanseeaesansneeeeannseeeas 419
APS Contract for Training CurriCulum and SENVICES........ccuuiiiiiieiiiie et 421

151 COMMUNITY CARE LICENSING

Foster Family HOME-BESIC COSES......ccoiuriiieiiiiiieeiiieie ettt et e e e st e e s st e e e s nnbe e e e snbe e e e s enneeeeeannsneeas 423
Family Child Care HOME-BASIC COSES.......ccciiuriiiiiiiiiieeeiieie e e eieeeeessnteeeeeaseeeeesssaeeeessnsaeeeesnnseeeessnsseeeesnnsneens 425
SEriOUS INCIAENT REDOMING ... ettt ettt e e ss b e e e ssb e e e asse e e ass e e e seeeaneeeenbeeesnneeeanneeens 427
BaCKIOg AUGMENTALION.........eiiiiieieie ettt et e e st e e e asb e e e sab e e e ebe e e e ne e e ennneesnneeeenneas 429
FCCH - PrOVIAES TTAINING .. .coiuteiiiiieeie ettt ettt et e e be e e sabe e e aabe e e asb e e e amb e e e abbeeeneeesnneeesaneeeenneas 431
(000 1H gl 05 = =TT PP T PPPRP 433
RN G = V07 [ 0o PSPPSR 247
FEE-EXEMPL LIVE SCAN......c ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e st e e e e eae e e e e e aaseeeeesanbeeeesanreeeeaansneeas 435

153 TRANSITIONAL HOUSING FUND
Trangitional Housing for FOSLEr Y OULN (AB 427) ......ooiiiiiiee ettt e et e e e et e e e e snneeeeeans 437
Transitional Housing for FOster YOUth (AB 1119)........uiiiiiiieiieeiiie ettt 41

161 ENERGY PROGRAMS& COMMUNITY SERVICES
S 0|V (00 = 0 11 TP PRPR PP 443
COMMIUNITY SEIVICES. ....utteie e ittt e e ettt e ettt e e ettt e e e ettt e e e s st et e e e e s be e e e e ambee e e e asbeeeeaansbeeeeeanbeeeeeensteeeesanneeeeeannnes 445

Vil



California Department of Social Services Estimates Branch & Financial Planning Branch

Administration Division May 2003 Revise

TANF

OTHER DEPARTMENTS TANF MOE ELIGIBLE EXPENDITURES

Community Colleges Expansion of Servicesto TANF ENQIDIES ... 47
DHS - Teenage Pregnancy Prevention PrOgram..........c.coiueiee i siiieee e sieee e e s sntee e e s snseenesnnsneeas 449
CDE Child Car@ PrOQraimIS ........eeeeiiiiiieeeeiiiee e eitiee e ettt e e e sttt e e e st eeessstteeeeanssaeeeaansseeeesansaeeesansseeeesannseeeesnnses 451
$50 State Disregard Payment 10 FAMIIES ........eoeiiieieeeieeee et see e ens 455
EDD Employment Training FUNG ..........oooiiiiiiiie ettt e e enn e e s e e sneeeeneeas 457

ADDITIONAL TANF/MOE

Genera Fund Maintenance of Effort Work Participation Rate RedUCLiONS............ccoccvvveeiiiiieee e i 459
High PerformanCe BONUS AWEIT...........cooiiiiiiieeie ettt e e e e e e s e e e e e e e s s ennaab e e e e e e e s e sanneraaeeeeas 461
TOME TANF RESEIVE ...ttt ettt e e s bttt e e e s sttt e e e sb et e e e e asbe e e e e entte e e e e nsaeeeeannbeeeesannteeeeans 463



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Realignment Revisions

DESCRIPTION:

As part of the Governor’s Budget for Fiscal Y ear (FY) 2003-04, the administration proposed to modify the
State and county sharing ratios in 14 California Department of Social Services' (CDSS) programs. The
original realignment proposal eliminated the State General Fund (GF) share in many of these programs.
The May Revise proposesto realign 11 CDSS' programs and components (totaling $1.659 billion in GF)
while maintaining a GF share in these programs. Realignment of various programs between the State and
counties is necessary to protect these programs from severe budget reductions.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise will implement on July 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
Funding for the following programs would be changed:

State and County Share GF/TANF
Program Current New (in millions)
Foster Care Grants 40/60 20/80 -$237.3
Foster Care Administration 70/30 50/50 - 10.9
Child Welfare Services 70/30 50/50 -196.0
CAPIT 100/0 0/100 - 124
Adult Protective Services 100/0 0/100 - 50.3
CSBG County MOE 0/100 - 105
Automation Projects Varies Varies - 95
Transitional Housing 40/60 20/80 - 11
CaWORKs Grants * 97.5/2.5 70/30 -782.3
CaWORKs Services?! TANF/MOE 70/30 -273.8
CaWORKs Admin. * TANF/MOE 70/30 - 75.6

1 The proposal would increase the county share and decrease GF or TANF expenditures. The
administration number includes MAGIC.
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Realignment Revisions

METHODOLOGY:

The State share based on the current sharing ratios was compared to the State share under the proposed
sharing ratios to determine the realignment amount for each program. Appropriate adjustments were made
for noneligible premises such as court cases.

FUNDING:

This premise reflects the GF impact only.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and L ocal
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the
proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

GF SAVINGS:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Totd $0 -$1,659,635
Federal 2 0 0
State 0 -1,659,635
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0

2 _Thisreflects non-TANF federal expenditures. TANF savings were reinvested to reduce GF
expenditures for CalWORK s assistance payments.
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General Fund Maintenance of Effort Adjustment

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the State expenditures necessary to meet the State’ s maintenance of effort (MOE)
level. Under the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program, the states are required to
meet MOE funding levels. California’'s MOE level is approximately $2.9 billion, which is equal to 80
percent of California s Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 1994 expenditures. For State Fiscal Years (SFY's) 2002-
03 and 2003-04, an adjustment has been added, which reflects the fact that California met the federal work
participation rate for the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CaWORKS) Program in
FFYs 2000 and 2001. When the State meets this rate, the MOE level falls from 80 percent to 75 percent.
Therefore, with the $182 million adjustment, the MOE level is $2.7 billion.

After the MOE adjustment is applied, any remaining excess TANF block grant funds can either be carried
forward to the next state fiscal year or transferred to the Child Care and Development block grant or Title
XX.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on October 1, 1996.

METHODOLOGY

To determine the State General Fund (GF) MOE adjustment, projected state and county expenditures
countable toward the MOE are compared to the State’s MOE level. This determines the amount of
expenditures necessary to meet the State’s MOE level.

The specific methodology used to determine the GF MOE adjustment involves identifying those projected
Cdlifornia Department of Social Services (CDSS) local assistance expenditures that are TANF- eligible
and calculating their costs by total, federal, state, county, and reimbursement funds. Projected federal
TANF expenditures for CDSS State support are then added to the federal funds amount. Other state
department or county expenditures for TANF dligibles, which meet the MOE requirements, are also added
to the CDSS state and county TANF costs. Thistotal isthen compared to the State’'sMOE level. The
amount of projected expenditures above or below the MOE level is shifted to or from federal TANF funds.
The GF MOE adjustment does not change the total funding available.

Both the current year and budget year projections include projected GF expenditures within other state
departments that are assumed countable toward fulfilling the TANF MOE requirement. Separate premise
descriptions for each of these items are provided in the “ Estimate Methodologies’ section of this binder.

FUNDING:

The GF MOE adjustment transfers costs to meet the State’s MOE level. Thetransfer is offset by a
corresponding reverse adjustment to federal TANF funds. Thereis no changein the total funds available.
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General Fund Maintenance of Effort Adjustment

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Countable MOE expenditures within CDSS have been updated to reflect any new premises, aswell as
adjustments for premises in which only a portion of the total expendituresis countable. In addition,
countable expenditures within other state departments have been updated to reflect changesin their
proposed budget levels or the portion of total cost countable toward the TANF MOE. For specific
explanations of these changes, please refer to the specific premise descriptions for each of these items.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The adjustment amount has been updated based upon projected expenditures and new premise items for
SFY 2003-04.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Total $0 $0
Federal -625,647 -482,846
State 625,647 482,846
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Two-Parent Program

DESCRIPTION:

The Two-Parent Program reflects the funding shift from Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) to State General Fund (GF). The Two-Parent Program is a separately funded state program for
two-parent familiesin the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CaWORKSs) Program.
With the implementation of this program, federal TANF funds will no longer be used to provide
CaWORK S cash assistance or welfare-to-work (WTW) services, including child care and work support
services, to two-parent assistance units (AUs) who meet the definition of atwo-parent family. A two-
parent family is defined as an AU that includes two aided nondisabled, natural or adoptive parents of the
same aided or Supplemental Security Income/State Supplementary Payment minor child (living in the
home), unless both parents are aided minors and neither is the head-of-household. The eligibility and work
participation requirements for two-parent families will remain unchanged from the CalWORK s Program.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on October 1, 1999.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 10553.

»  Within the existing Cal WORK s Program areas of grants, services, administration and childcare, a
portion of the cost or savings for each premise item impacted by the Two-Parent Program will be
charged to the State-Only Two-Parent Program. A separate auxiliary table reflects the individual
premise items impacted by the Two-Parent Program.

* Thegrant ratio for two-parent families was devel oped based on the actual grant costs for calendar year
2002. The administrative ratios are based on the current year (CY) and budget year (BY) All Other
Families and Two-Parent casel oad projections.

* For Stage One Child Care, the two-parent ratio is nine percent based on child care expenditures for
calendar year 2002.

»  For Employment Services, the ratio for two-parents participating in WTW activitiesis five percent and
is based on expenditure data for calendar year 2002.

* Theratio for two-parents participating in the CdWORK s Mental Health and Substance Abuse
programsis 15 percent and is based on WTW 25 and WTW 25A caseload data for calendar year 2002.
Both CY and BY funding are held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.

METHODOLOGY:

For each premise item impacted by the Two-Parent Program, the total cost/savings was multiplied by the
appropriate ratio for two-parent families. The two-parent families' share from all of the premises were
added together to determine the total. Refer to the auxiliary table for the “ Two-Parent Program” for more
detailed information.
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Two-Parent Program

FUNDING:

The Two-Parent program funding for administration and services cost is 100 percent State General Fund
(GF) in CY, and 70 percent GF and 30 percent county in the BY with the exception of costs associated
with Mental Health and Substance Abuse Services for Indian Health Clinics and Research and Evaluation
which remain 100 percent GF. Funding for Two-Parent program grants are 97.5 percent GF and 2.5 county
in the CY and 70 percent GF and 30 percent county inthe BY. Child Care cost for the Two-Parent
program is 100 percent.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

This premise has been updated for the costs and savings associated with premise items impacted by the
Two-Parent Program. The BY reflectsinclusion of CalWORK s grant in the proposed 2003-04 State and
Local Realignment, and revised sharing ratios for administration and services as a result of the proposed
2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change in GF expenditures for the BY reflectsinclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State
and Local Realignment.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly 47,683 46,643
Caseload
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
State County State County
Tota $500,938 $8,060 $361,100 $130,473
Grants 322,415 8,060 224,658 96,283
Administration 59,425 0 38,074 18,047
Services 69,489 0 48,802 16,143
Child Care 49,609 0 49,566 0
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CalWORKs — Basic Grants

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the basic costs of providing cash aid to eligible families. Basic costs have been
adjusted to reflect the annual cost-of-living adjustment (COLA) for Social Security (OASDI) benefits. The
OASDI COLA increases the benefit level, reducing grant costs. The basic costs have also been adjusted
for the impact of specific premises that are in the trend caseload but are also shown as separate premises.
These premises include: “Cal Learn Bonuses,” “Cal Learn Sanctioned Grants,” “Recent Noncitizen
Entrants,” “Child Support Assurance,” and “Tribal TANF,” that are already in the trend. These
adjustments are necessary in order to avoid counting the impact twice.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11450.

* For Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03, atotal of 13,205,679 All Other Families (AF) personmonths and
2,483,101 Two-Parent (TP) personmonths are anticipated. For FY 2003-04, 12,920,721 AF
personmonths and 2,435,012 TP personmonths are projected.

* Adjustments are made for the estimated costs of current premises which are already included in the
base period. These premisesinclude: “Cal Learn Bonuses,” “Cal Learn Sanctioned Grants,” “ Recent
Noncitizen Entrants,” “Child Support Assurance.” Also, an adjustment is made for the costs associated
with new tribes establishing Tribal TANF programs.

* Costsareincluded for the Diversion Program. The average monthly diversion caseload is estimated at
120 with an average cost per case of $1,289 based on the most recent CalWORK s Cash Grant Casel oad
Movement Reports (CA 237) and CalWORK s Expenditure Reports (CA 800D).

» The AF cost per person is $202.00 and the TP cost per person is $133.91 for the current year. These
costs are based on actua costs per person claimed by counties for the Calendar Y ear of 2002.

» TheAF cost per person is projected to be $203.00 and the TP cost per person is projected to be
$134.57 for the budget year.

* AF and TP basic costs are adjusted for the OASDI COLA. The Consumer Price Index (CPl) COLAS
are 1.4 percent effective January 1, 2003, and 2.1 percent effective January 1, 2004.

* The OASDI COLA adjustment reflects the impact of the projected CPI COLAS on the average Social
Security Benefits received by CalWORK s cases, resulting in a FY 2002-03 reduction of $287,649 and
aFY 2003-04 reduction of $1,499,987.

METHODOLOGY:

»  The personmonths are multiplied by the cost per person to determine AF and TP basic costs.

» Diversion costs are calculated by multiplying the average monthly caseload by the cost per case, and
the annual Diversion costs are added to the basic grant costs.

e AF and TP basic costs are reduced for the OASDI COLA.

» Thetotal AF and TP basic costs are reduced by the amounts of the costs for “Cal Learn Bonuses,” “Cal
Learn Sanctioned Grants,” “Recent Noncitizen Entrants,” “Child Support Assurance,” and new tribes
establishing Tribal TANF programs, to reflect the basic grant costs.




California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

CalWORKs — Basic Grants

DATA COMPARISON CHART:

FY 2002-03 AF TP
Projected Personmonths 13,205,679 2,483,101
Projected Casemonths 5,209,157 572,191
Persons Per Case 2.54 4.35
FY 2003-04 AF TP
Projected Personmonths 12,920,721 2,435,012
Projected Casemonths 5,093,547 559,720
Persons Per Case 2.54 4.35
FUNDING:

The funding is 86.52 percent Federal/ TANF, 10.98 percent State General Fund (GF) and 2.5 percent
county for the current year, and 62.31 percent TANF, 7.69 percent GF and 30 percent county in the budget
year. The state share reflects the GF cost for the State-Only Two-Parent Program which implemented
Octaober 1, 1999. The State-Only Two-Parent Program is countabl e toward the State’ s maintenance of

effort.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The caseload, cost per person, and persons per case have been updated using the most current available
data. The budget year reflects inclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and L ocal

Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The projected numbers of cases and persons are expected to decline in FY 2003-04. The changein
TANF/MOE expenditures for the budget year reflects inclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04

State and Local Realignment.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly Caseload 481,779 471,106
Average Monthly Persons 1,307,398 1,279,644
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $2,947,741 $2,883,117
Federal 2,550,385 1,796,586
State 323,662 221,596
County 73,694 864,935
Reimbursements 0 0
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Maximum Aid Payment — June 2003 COLA

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost of adding a cost-of-living adjustment (COLA) to the maximum aid payment
(MAP). The COLA isbased on the changes determined by the Department of Finance in the California
Necessities Index (CNI), which is the weighted average changes for food, clothing, fuel, utilities, rent and
transportation for low-income consumers. In accordance with Welfare and Institutions Code (W& I1C)
section 11453, beginning with Fiscal Year (FY) 2000-01 through FY 2003-04, the effective date of the
COLA isOctober 1 of each year.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise was to implement on June 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: W& IC section 11453.

»  The October 2002 COLA was suspended until June 2003.
»  The COLA to be given on June 1, 2003, has been suspended.

METHODOLOGY:
No costs were budgeted for this premise due to the decision to suspend the COLA.

FUNDING:

Thereis no funding for this premise due to the decision to suspend the COLA.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.
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Maximum Aid Payment — June 2003 COLA

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Total $0 $0
Federal 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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CalWORKs Grant Reduction

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the grant savings to the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CaAWORKS) Program as aresult of a6.16 percent reduction to Maximum Aid Payment (MAP) levels
effective July 1, 2003, due to lower revenues and other demands on the available State General Fund (GF).

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise was to implement July 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

This premise now reflects no GF savings due to the elimination of the proposed reduction in CalWORK s
MAP levels.

METHODOLOGY:

No costs or savings were budgeted for this premise.

FUNDING:
The funding is 86.52 percent TANF, 10.98 percent GF and 2.5 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

No savings are estimated as a result of the elimination of the reduction previously proposed for July 1,
2003.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 101 -
St
Grant Grant
Total $0 $0
Federal 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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AFDC Collections

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the federal share of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) overpayments
that occurred before October 1, 1996. The United States Department of Health and Human Services issued
Program Instruction (PI) TANF-ACF-PI-2000-2 on September 1, 2000, clarifying current federal policy
and requirements regarding overpayment recovery and reimbursement of the federal share. AFDC
overpayments collected will increase the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) expenditures
by the amount recognized.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2001.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» The Cdifornia Department of Social Services conducted a nine-county survey of overpayment
collections received in October 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000. For each year, a sample of cases
recouped by grant reduction to the recipient’ s assistance payment (active cases), and a sample of cases
recouped by cash collections under alump sum or periodic repayment plan (closed cases) were
reviewed in the counties.

» The overpayment collections were identified based on the occurring date. AFDC overpayment
collections represent overpayments that occurred before October 1, 1996, and TANF overpayment
collections represent those that occurred after October 1, 1996. AFDC overpayment collections
represented 71.43 percent of grant reductions and 87.14 percent of cash collections in the October 1997
sample. By October 2000, AFDC overpayment collections decreased to 27 percent of grant reductions
and 51.5 percent of cash collections.

*  The percent of AFDC and TANF overpayment collections was weighted by the percent of grant
reductions and cash collections. Beginning with the October 1999 sample, a year-to-year percent
decrease change of AFDC grant reductions and cash collections was cal culated to project the current
year and budget year percentages.

»  For the October 2000 sample, AFDC grant reductions resulted in 16.6 percent of the total overpayment
collections, and AFDC cash collections represent 19.9 percent. The estimate assumes that AFDC grant
reductions will represent 10.2 percent of total overpayment collections, and AFDC cash collections
represent 7.3 percent in the current year, and 8.7 percent and 5.2 percent, respectively, in the budget
year.

* Theestimated total overpayment collections are $86.7 million in the current year and $88.2 million in
the budget year.

» Asidentified by the Office of Inspector General (OIG) auditors, the federal share of AFDC collections
from November 1996 through June 2001 for San Bernardino County is $5.2 million.

13
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AFDC Collections

METHODOLOGY:

» Thetotal amount of overpayment collections projected in the current year is multiplied by the AFDC
percentages of grant reductions and cash collections ($86.7 million x 10.2 percent, and $86.7 million x
7.3 percent).

» Thefedera sharefor the current year is 50 percent of the total amount of AFDC collections ($15.1
million x 50 percent).

» Thetotal amount of overpayment collections projected in the budget year is multiplied by the AFDC
percentages of grant reductions and cash collections ($88.2 million x 8.7 percent, and $88.2 million x
5.2 percent).

» Thefederal share for the budget year is 50 percent of the total amount of AFDC collections ($12.2
million x 50 percent).

FUNDING:
The funding for this premise is 100 percent TANF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The grant reductions and cash collections ratios have been revised based on actual collection data reported.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The federal share of AFDC collections for San Bernardino County from November 1996 through June
2001 iseliminated. The share of prior October 1996 AFDC overpayments to the overall collections will
continue to decline.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Total $12,770 $6,111
Federal 12,770 6,111
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Tribal TANF

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the State General Fund (GF) cost to operate tribal Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) Programsin California. Assembly Bill 1542 (Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997) allowed GF
to be provided for tribesto administer a Tribal TANF Program. The Department has established a
memorandum of understanding with the Owens Valley Career Development Center (OVCDC) that
represents the tribal members in Fresno County, Inyo County, Kern County, Kings County, Tulare County,
and Tule Reservation; the Southern California Tribal Chairman Association (SCTCA) that representstribal
members in Santa Barbara and San Diego counties; and the Torres-Martinez Tribal TANF (TMTT) that
represents tribal membersin Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. The
Department is continuing to work with the California Tribal TANF Partnership (CTTP), Hoopa Valley
Tribe, North Fork Rancheria, and the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California (WTNC) consortiato
determine their Tribal Family Assistance Grant.

Federal welfare reform legidation allows for each Indian tribe that has an approved Tribal Family
Assistance Plan to receive a Tribal Family Assistance Grant based on FFY 1994 actual expenditures. The
administrative authority to operate a TANF Program is transferred to the tribes, together with federal and
state funding based on Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 1994 levels. Transferred funds include monies to meet
grant costs and administrative costs related to cash aid and Welfare to Work (WTW) services. GF costs
are based on the estimated participation rates of reimbursement for the counties, during FFY 1994, in
which the tribal organizations are located.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
e Thispremise implemented on March 1, 1998.

* Theimplementation date for the Tribal service area expansion in nine additional citiesin Riverside
County was April 2002.

» Thetribal program in Tule River Reservation and Tulare County implemented in July 2002.

e TheTMTT tribesin San Bernardino County and WTNC tribesin Alpine, El Dorado, and Sacramento
counties implemented January 2003.

* The CTTP consortium that will be replacing the Robinson Rancheria of Pomo Indians consortium will
also be serving tribesin Glenn, Lassen, Napa, Plumas, Solano, Sutter, and Y uba counties; the Hoopa
Valley Tribesin Humboldt Indian Reservations; the NFR tribesin Madera, Mariposa, and Merced
counties; the OVCDC tribesin Fresno and Kings counties; the TMTT tribes in Orange County; the
WTNC tribesin Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Nevada, Placer, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa
Clara counties are expected to implement in July 2003.

*  The Soboba Tribe will be leaving the TMMT consortium and representing their tribe effective
July 2003. Consequently, the Soboba tribe will be serving these casesin Riverside County.

* TheCTTPtribesin Amador, Butte, Colusa, Del Norte, Humboldt, Lake, Modoc, and Trinity counties
are expected to implement in January 2004.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 10553.2(d).

* TANF transferred directly to the tribes and the state participation rates for FFY 1994 are estimated
based on the following:

¢ Theaverage monthly cash aid cost of $211.34 per person is based on the average cash aid
expenditure amount per person for FFY 1994;

¢ The average monthly number of cash aid cases are 9,407 in the current year and 11,721 in the
budget year based on FFY 1994 data and information supplied by the tribes;

¢ The average persons per caseis 2.9;

¢ The average monthly number of persons receiving WTW services are 1,050 in the current year and
1,226 in the budget year and are based on FFY 1994 data and information supplied by the tribes;

¢ The average monthly WTW services cost per person is $206.36;
¢ The average monthly administrative cost per person is $50.73; and,

¢ The Department is currently negotiating the Tribal Family Assistance Grant with the CTTP, Hoopa
Valley Tribe, North Fork Rancheria, and the WTNC.

METHODOLOGY:

TANF transferred directly to the tribes and the state participation rates for FFY 1994 are calculated as
follows:

* The average monthly administrative cost per case was derived by dividing the total cash aid
administrative expenditures for FFY 1994 (less foster care) by the casel oad.

* The administrative costs were derived by multiplying the average number of cash aid cases per month
by the average monthly administrative cost per case.

* Theaverage monthly WTW services cost was derived by dividing the Greater Avenues for
Independence (GAIN) Program expenditures for FFY 1994 (less child care) by the number of active
GAIN participants.

*  The WTW services costs were derived by multiplying the number of average persons served per month
by the monthly service cost per person.

» Thegrant costs was derived by multiplying the average number of persons per case by the number of
cases to determine the total number of persons. The total number of persons was then multiplied by the
cash aid cost per person.
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FUNDING:

The GF amount will be counted toward the State’ s maintenance of effort (MOE) requirement. The GF
share of grant costsis 47.5 percent. The GF share of administrative and employment services costsis
based on the applicable state percentage that was reimbursed during FFY 1994 in those counties in which
the tribal organizations are located. The counties are not funding their normal 2.5 percent share of grant
costs or their MOE share of the costs. The direct distribution of TANF funds to the tribal organizations
reduces both the TANF block grant available to the State and the State’s MOE requirement. The State’s
MOE has been reduced in the same proportion as the reduction in the block grant.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The decreases in current year and budget year are due to delayed implementation and revisions to the
number of cases used in determining Tribal Family Assistance Grants.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year increase to the Tribal Family Assistance Grants is due to new tribes in 10 additional
counties.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County WTW County WTW
Grant Admin. Services Grant Admin. Services
Total $32,862 $2,174 $1,009 $40,934 $2,710 $1,170
Federal ! 0 0 0 0 0 0
State 32,862 2,174 1,009 40,934 2,710 1,170
County 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 The federal share of the above costs was deducted from the TANF block grant to show the transfer of
funds to the tribal organizations, atotal of $38.7 millionin FY 2002-03 and $48.1 million in FY 2003-04.
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Exemptions for 16 and 17-Year Olds (SB 1264)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the increased grant costs to the ClWORK's Program associated with the
implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 1264 (Chapter 439, Statutes of 2002). SB 1264 amended Section
11320.3 of the Welfare and Institutions Code to expand the scope of exemptions from the welfare-to-work
reguirements to include a person who is 16 or 17 years of age who has obtained a high school diploma or
its equivalent and is enrolled or is planning to enroll in a post-secondary education, vocational, or technical
schaool training program. These children would have previously been sanctioned due to not meeting work
participation requirements.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented in January 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11320.3

» Based on CdWORKSs Federal Fiscal Y ears 2000 and 2001 Characteristics Survey data, an average of
0.35 percent of the CalWORK s cases have a 17-year old child who has graduated from high school,
and very few cases have a 16-year old child who has graduated from high schaool.

» Based on CdWORKs Welfare-to-Work Monthly Activity Reports (WTW 25) from July to December
2002, 11.44 percent of CalWORK s cases are sanctioned due to not meeting work participation
requirements

» Cdlifornia Department of Education enrollment/graduation data for the academic year 2000-01 showed
that 35.58 percent of the high school graduates were eligible for University of Californiaand California
State University campuses with required courses completed.

» Based on CdWORKs Welfare-to-Work Monthly Activity Reports (WTW 25), 23 percent of the high
school graduates are participating in vocational education.

» Based on CdWORKSs FFY 2000 Characteristics Survey data, the average grant per person among those
cases with 16 and 17-year old children is $142.29.

METHODOLOGY:

* The CaWORKs May 2003 trend caseload projection is multiplied by 0.35 percent to determine the
number of 16 and 17-year olds who have graduated high school (average monthly cases: 471,106 x
0.35 percent = 1,656).

*  Thenumber of 16 and 17-year old graduates is then multiplied by the current ClWORK's sanction rate
of 11.44 percent to determine the number of graduated 16 and 17-year olds who are currently
sanctioned due to not meeting work participation requirements (1,656 x 11.44 percent = 189).

* Thetotal percentage of 16 and 17-year olds who are enrolled or are planning to enroll in post
secondary education and other training programs equals the sum of the percentage of high school
graduates eligible for California universities and the percentage of high school graduates participating
in vocational education (35.58 percent + 23 percent = 58.58 percent).
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METHODOLOGY (continued):

*  Thenumber of 16 and 17-year olds who will be exempted by SB 1264 is determined by multiplying the
number currently being sanctioned by the total percentage who are enrolled or are planning to enroll in
post secondary education and other training programs (189 x 58.58 percent = 111)

» Theannua fiscal impact of implementing SB 1264 is calculated by multiplying the annual number of
exempted 16 and 17-year olds by the average cost per person (e.g. for the budget year, 111 x 12 x
$142.29 = $189,473).

FUNDING:

The funding is 86.52 percent TANF, 10.98 percent State General Fund (GF) and 2.5 percent county in the
current year, and 62.31 percent TANF, 7.69 percent GF and 30 percent county in the budget year.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The budget year reflects inclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Budget year represents a full-year implementation of this change. The change in TANF/MOE expenditures
for the budget year reflects inclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:
(in000's)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Total $96 $190
Federal 83 118
State 11 15
County 2 57
Reimbursements 0 0
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Unemployment Insurance (Ul) Benefits Impact

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the savings to the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CAWORKS) Program as aresult of the rate increases in weekly Unemployment Insurance (Ul) benefits
and the temporary 13-week extension for eligible CalWORK s recipients and potential CalWORK's
applicants claiming Ul benefits.

Senate Bill (SB) 40 (Chapter 409, Statutes of 2001) provided the first increase in unemployment insurance
benefitsin Californiasince 1989. SB 40 provides that the maximum weekly benefits will increase from
$230 to $330 for new claims filed January 6, 2002, and provides three additional increases which will bring
the maximum weekly benefits to $370 effective January 5, 2003, to $410 effective January 4, 2004, and to
$450 effective January 3, 2005.

On March 9, 2002, the federal "Job Creation and Worker Assistance Act of 2002" was signed into law and
provides for temporary extended unemployment compensation. This Act allows unemployed workers who
have exhausted their regular unemployment insurance benefitsto file for an extension of up to 13 weeks of
benefits. The original effective period of this extension was from March 10, 2002, to December 31, 2002,
and was referred to as Temporary Extended Unemployment Compensation (TEUC). However, Congress
passed legislation on January 8, 2003 to extend the effective period to May 25, 2003 (last date for aclaim
to begin). To be dligible for this extension of Ul benefits the claimant must have exhausted all rights to
regular compensation on or after March 15, 2001, and have no rights to regular compensation or extended
compensation or any other state unemployment compensation law or to compensation under any other
federa law. In addition, the Act provides for a second extension if the state meets certain criteria.
Cdlifornia met the minimum requirements to activate the second extension during the period from April 7,
2002, to July 6, 2002, when the “insured unemployment rate” rose above four percent.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 6, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Based on the match of the Medi-Cal Eligibility Determination System (MEDS)/Employment
Development Department (EDD) Ul benefit data with the Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2001 CaWORKSs
Characteristics Survey data, 4.07 percent of CalWORK s cases receive Ul benefits.

* TheMay 2003 CalWORKSs trend caseload is used to project the number of CalWORK s cases receiving
Ul benefits.

* Ul benefits are considered as unearned income in CalWORKSs eligibility determination and will be
deducted from the recipient’ s grant on a dollar to dollar basis. Ul benefit increases for ClWORK's
recipients result in savings to the CalWORK s Program.

+ MEDSEDD Ul benefit data showed that those cases that received Ul benefits have on average $491.90
Ul benefits per case per month.

21



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Unemployment Insurance (Ul) Benefits Impact

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

The maximum weekly Ul benefit amount increase effective January 5, 2003, increased CalWORKSs
recipients’ monthly Ul benefits by $59.62 on average bringing the average Ul benefits per case per
month is $551.52.

The maximum weekly Ul benefit amount increase effective January 4, 2004, will increase CalWORK s
recipients’ monthly Ul benefits by another $59.62 on average bringing the average Ul benefits per case
per month is $611.15.

The impacts of Ul benefit changes before January 1, 2003, are assumed to be in the ClWORK s basic
expenditure trends.

The Ul benefit increases effective in January 2003 will have an effect on CalWORK s grants beginning
in March 2003 due to retrospective budgeting.

Based on MEDS/EDD Ul benefit data, 8.76 percent of those CalWORK s cases receiving Ul benefits
aredigiblefor TEUC, or the 13-week extension. This 13-week extension will be available through the
end of May 2003 due to the recent extension by Congress.

Based on MEDSEDD Ul benefit data, it is estimated the number cases will be delayed entering
CaWORK s due to the first 13-week extension of Ul benefits equals to 0.08 percent of the ClWORK's
Ccases.

Based on CaWORK s expenditure claims and actual caseload reported on CA 800 and CA 237 for
Calendar Y ear 2002, the CalWORK s average grant per case is $515.44.

METHODOLOGY:

The CalWORKs May 2003 CalWORK s caseload projection is multiplied by 4.07 percent to determine
the number of cases claiming Ul benefits (average monthly caseload during the impacted period
478,154 x 4.07 percent = 19,438 cases per month)

The impact of the January 2003 Ul benefit increase in the CY equals 19,438 cases multiplied by the net
increase of Ul benefits $59.62, and then the number of impacted months (19,438 x $59.62 x 4). The
impact in the budget year (BY) equals 19,151 cases multiplied by $59.62, and then the number of
impacted months (19,151 x $59.62 x 8).

The impact of the January 2004 Ul benefit increasein the BY equals 19,151 cases multiplied by the
cumulative increase of Ul benefits $119.25, and then the number of impacted months (19,151 x
$119.25 x 4).

Theratio of eligible ClWORK s Ul claimants for the 13-week temporary extension (8.76 percent) is
applied to the CalWORK s recipients with Ul benefits to determine the eligible caseload. (8.76 percent
x 19,438 = 1,702)

The impact of the 13-week extension during the effected period of January to August of 2003 is
calculated by multiplying the monthly impacted caseload by the amount of the monthly Ul benefit
those eligible claimants received (1,702 cases x $551.62 x 6 month for the CY; and 1,673 cases x
$551.62 x 2 months for the BY).
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METHODOLOGY (continued):

* Theratio of CdlWORKSs cases expected to be delayed in entering the program due to the extension of
their Ul benefits (TEUC) is applied to the CalWORKSs trend caseload to determine the impacted
caseload (e.g., for AF cases 478,154 x 0.08 percent = 386 cases).

» Thefiscal impact of delaying cases entering CalWORK s are cal culated by multiplying the total
impacted caseload by the current CalWORK s average monthly grant amount of $515.44 for
CalWORK s recipients, and the by number of months impacted (e.g., for CY, 386 cases x $515.44 x 6;
for BY, 380 x $515.44 x 2).

FUNDING:

The grant savings are shared 86.52 percent Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), 10.98
percent state and 2.5 percent county in the CY, and 62.31 percent TANF, 7.69 percent GF and 30 percent
county inthe BY.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

This premise is updated based on most recent CalWORK s recipients’ Ul benefit data available. The BY
reflectsinclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY reflects full year impact of Ul benefits increase and the newly extended temporary Ul benefits.
The change in TANF/MOE expenditures for BY reflectsinclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04
State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota -$11,458 -$20,525
Federal -9,914 -12,790
State -1,258 -1,578
County -286 -6,157
Reimbursements 0 0
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Senior Parent Deeming

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the grant and administrative savings to the California Work Opportunity and
Responsihility to Kids (CalWORKSs) Program as the result of reinstating the senior parent deeming rule.
Pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 444 (Chapter 1022, Statutes of 2002), Welfare and Institutions Code
(W&IC) section 11254, subdivision (¢) and (d) have been eliminated. Under the Teen Pregnancy
Disincentive policy enacted by AB 908 (Chapter 307, Statutes of 1995), a minor parent is generally
required to live with her parent(s) (referred to as "senior parents") in order to receive cash assistance. In
the past, senior parents could apply for and receive aid on behalf of the grandchild establishing a“ child-
only” case, even if the senior parents' income would otherwise make the family ineligible for assistance.
Asaresult of this change, a senior parent'sincome must be "deemed" to the grandchild, meaning that the
grandparent'sincome will be considered to be available for the support of the grandchild, and therefore
counted for the purpose of determining eligibility of the grandchild for cash assistance. This change would
render some non-needy child-only cases ineligible for cash assistance.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented October 1, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: W& IC section 11254.

» Based on the ACF-202 TANF Caseload Reduction Report, the ratio of senior parent deeming cases to
the All Other Families (AF) casesis 0.58 percent.

* TheMay 2003 CaWORKSs caseload projection for AF casesis used to calculate the cases that would
be impacted by this change.

* Based on the May 2003 CalWORK s caseload projection, the average monthly AF caseload is 434,096
for the current year (CY) and 424,462 for the budget year (BY).

*  The maximum aid payment (MAP) for an assistance unit of oneis $336 inthe CY and BY.

»  The monthly administrative cost to process a continuing CalWORKSs case is estimated at $42.75 per
case. Theimpact of the Quarterly Reporting/Prospective Budgeting (QR/PB) change is reflected in
this premise based on the ratio of implemented months.

» Dueto the current retrospective budgeting method, the fiscal impact of this policy did not affect
CaWORKSs grants until December 2002.

METHODOLOGY:

» The monthly caseload impacted by this change is calculated by multiplying the May 2003 CalWORKSs
monthly AF caseload projection for BY by 0.58 percent (average monthly AF caseload 424,462 x 0.58
percent = 2,462).

* Theannual grant savings for implementing the senior parent deeming rule are calculated by
multiplying the annual number of cases by the MAP for an assistance unit of one (2,462 x 12 x $336 =
$9.93 million).
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METHODOLOGY (continued):

* Theannual administrative savings are calculated by multiplying the annual number of cases by the
monthly administrative cost per case (2,462 x 12 x $42.75 = $1.26 million). When the impact of the
QR/PB premiseis reflected, the savings are reduced to $0.94 million.

FUNDING:

* Thegrant savings are shared 97.5 percent TANF, and 2.5 percent county in the CY, and 70 percent
TANF, and 30 percent county inthe BY .

»  Theadministrative savings are 100 percent TANF in the CY, and 70 percent TANF, and 30 percent
county inthe BY.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

This premise has been updated to reflect revised caseload projections. The BY reflectsinclusion of
CaWORKSs grants in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment, and revised sharing ratios for
CalWORK s administration as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Loca Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Increased grant and administrative savings reflect afull year of implementation. The BY administrative
savings reflects the impact of the “Prospective Budgeting” premise. The changein TANF/MOE
expenditures for the budget year reflects inclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and L ocal
Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 101 —
CalWORK s (TANF) 2002-03 2003-04
Program Costs
Grant Grant
Total -$5,884 -$9,926
Federa -5,737 -6,948
State 0 0
County -147 -2,978
Reimbursements 0 0
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EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 101 -
CalWORKs
(TANF)
Administration
Costs 2002-03 2003-04
Admin Admin
Total -$749 -$944
Federal -749 -661
State 0 0
County 0 -283
Reimbursements 0 0
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Prospective Budgeting

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the administrative savings, grant/coupon costs, one-time training costs, and
reprogramming costs associated with implementing a quarterly reporting system using prospective
budgeting in determining benefits based on projected income over athree-month period for the California
Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKSs), Food Stamps (FS), California Food
Assistance Program (CFAP) and Refugee Cash Assistance (RCA) programs.

Assembly Bill (AB) 444 (Chapter 1022, Statutes of 2002) requires the replacement of the current monthly
reporting/retrospective budgeting system with a quarterly reporting/prospective budgeting (QR/PB) system
for the CalWORK s Program. Thisbill also requires the State to adopt the QR/PB system in the Food
Stamp Program (FSP) to the extent permitted by federal law, regulations, waivers, and directives, and
considering cost-effectiveness, compatibility between the two programs, and food stamp errors. The Code
of Federal Regulations (7 CFR) section 273.21 requires states to determine food stamp eligibility using
either a prospective or retrospective budgeting methodology consistent with the state’s Temporary
Assistance for Needed Families (TANF) Program unless awaiver is granted by the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Food and Nutrition Services (FNS).

Under the QR/PB system, recipients’ eligibility and benefits for a three-month period will be based on
information provided on the Quarterly Eligibility Report Form (QR 7) and will be determined using
prospective budgeting and income averaging rules. Recipients will have mandatory recipient mid-quarter
reporting requirements during the quarter. All CalWORKSs recipients with earnings are required to report
income that exceeds the Income Reporting Threshold (IRT) which is the greater of the CalWORK s
eligibility limit or 130 percent of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL) for the family size; drug felony
convictions, fleeing felon status, parole/probation violations, and address changes. Food Stamp recipients
will only be required to report address changesin mid-quarter. Certain nonassistance FS (NAFS)
recipients will also be required to report changes in work hours that could affect eligibility. Recipients
have the option to report changes that would result in increased grant/coupon benefits when they occur. To
determine whether the change results in increased benefits mid-quarter, currently reported income and
reasonably expected income for the rest of the quarter will be averaged for the current and the remaining
months and subsequent benefits are adjusted accordingly.

Households that are currently not required to submit monthly reports may have their benefits determined
on either a prospective or retrospective basis at the State agency's option, unless specifically excluded from
retrospective budgeting.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise will implement by consortium from November 1, 2003, through May 1, 2004.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Authorizing statute: 7 CFR section 273.21(b), and Welfare and Institutions Code sections 11265.1-
11265.3 and 11450.1-11450.3.

*  The Department has received USDA-FNS waiver approval to implement QR/PB for the FS Program.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

The implementation dates are based on the automation reprogramming schedules for each consortium
(Welfare Client Data System (WCDS) by November 2003; Consortium IV (C-1V): Stanislaus by
November 2003, Merced by January 2004, and Riverside and San Bernardino by February 2004;
Interim Statewide Automated Welfare System (ISAWS) by May 2004; and Los Angeles Eligibility,
Automated Determination, Evaluation and Reporting (LEADER) by May 2004).

The May 2003 trend casel oads for ClWORK's, NAFS, CFAP and the RCA programs are used to
project the number of cases that will be impacted by prospective budgeting and quarterly reporting
each month.

The Calendar Y ear 2002 CalWORK s actual caseload ratio for each county is applied to the May 2003
statewide CalWORK s caseload projections to estimate county specific monthly caseload for each
consortium.

The Fiscal Year (FY) 2001-02 NAFS caseload ratio for each county is applied to the May 2003
NAFS/CFAP caseload projections to estimate county specific monthly caseload for each consortium.

The casemonths for each consortium is based on its monthly caseload and the number of implemented
months. The total casemonthsimpacted in FY 2003-04 are as follows: 2,152,203 for ClWORK s
(1,348,972 for WCDS; 318,693 for C-1V; 130,366 for ISAWS; and, 354,171 for LEADER), 1,695,900
for NAFS (984,786 for WCDS; 294,032 for C-1V; 106,165 for ISAWS; and, 310,917 for LEADER),
12,828 for CFAP Administration (7,702 for WCDS; 1,885 for C-1V; 824 for ISAWS; and, 2,417 for
LEADER), 23,262 for CFAP coupons (13,967 for WCDS; 3,471 for C-1V; 1,495 for ISAWS; and,
4,383 for LEADER), and 8,515 for RCA.

It is assumed that 10.93 percent of the total NAFS/CFAP cases are currently subject to
nonmonthly/change reporting based on the Federal Fiscal Y ear (FFY) 2001 Food Stamp Characteristics
Survey. The NAFS casemonths are reduced to 1,510,538 NAFS (877,149 for WCDS; 261,894 for C-
IV; 94,561 for ISAWS; and, 276,934 for LEADER) to reflect the reduction of these cases and the
CFAP administration/coupon casemonths are reduced to 11,426 (6,860 for WCDS; 1,679 for C-1V; 734
for ISAWS; and, 2,153 for LEADER), and 20,720 (12,440 for WCDS; 3,044 for C-1V; 1,332 for
ISAWS; and, 3,904 for LEADER), respectively.

The monthly administrative cost to process a ClWORKSRCA continuing caseis estimated at $42.75.
It is assumed that it will cost $57.57 to process a quarterly report for Cdl WORKSRCA. The monthly
administrative cost to process a NAFS/CFAP continuing caseis $25.01. It isassumed that it will cost
$33.69 to process a NAFS/CFAP continuing case on a quarterly basis.

It is assumed that it will cost $28.23 to process a change in a case during mid-quarter months for NAFS
and CFAP, and $28.08 for CalWORK s and RCA.

It is assumed that only one-third (33 percent) of the total CalWORKS, NAFS, CFAP, and RCA cases
will report each month under the prospective budgeting/quarterly reporting framework. The remaining
two-thirds (67 percent) of the cases will only report outside their normal quarterly report monthin
certain circumstances.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

The administrative savings from eliminating the processing of monthly reports for CalWORKS, NAFS,
CFAP and RCA programsis assumed to be phased in over a six-month period to allow countiesto
transition to the new system. It is assumed that the counties realize 17 percent of the potential monthly
savings in the month of implementation, with a continual 17 percent increase until 100 percent of the
potential monthly savings are achieved in the sixth month after implementation.

Based on the CalWORK s Report on Reasons for Discontinuances of Cash Grant, (CA 253 CW) for
Caendar Year 2002, 8.31 percent of the CalWORK s cases are discontinued each month, and 11.90
percent of the cases are discontinued due to income exceeding CalWORK s dligibility limits. Under
QR/PB some of these cases will experience adelay in being discontinued until their quarterly report
month.

CaWORK s recipients with unearned income only will be exempt from mid-quarter reporting when
their income exceedsthe IRT. This group of recipients accounts for 0.19 percent of the CalWORKSs
caseload. It isassumed that 50 percent of these cases will receive one month of additional benefits and
50 percent will receive two months of additional benefits before being discontinued when their
quarterly report isfiled.

The CaWORKSs dligibility limit for all assistance unit (AU) sizesis below 130 percent FPL (or the
IRT) with the exception of the two-person AU. It isassumed that all two-person AUs with earnings
exceeding CalWORK s dligibility limits will be required to report during nonreport months. The two-
person AUs represent 32.5 percent of the CalWORK s casel oad based on data from the CalWORK s
Characteristics Survey for FFY 2000.

Due to the difference in income level between the CalWORK s eligibility limit and the IRT, itis
assumed that 43.6 percent of the CalWORK s cases currently discontinued, excluding two-person cases,
will not be required to report during mid-quarter months due to their income being under 130 percent
of the FPL based on FFY 2000 CaWORK s Characteristics Survey and FFY 2001 Employment
Development Department (EDD) wage data. It is assumed that 50 percent of these cases will receive
one month of additional benefits and 50 percent will receive two months of additional benefits before
being discontinued when quarterly report isfiled.

The number of ClWORK s cases required to report income exceeding the IRT during mid-quarter
months is estimated at 0.37 percent of the total caseload implemented depending on consortia' s
schedules.

Based on data from the Fraud Investigation Activity Report (DPA 266) from January through
November 2002, fraud cases account for 2.95 percent of total CalWORK s cases. The percentageis
applied to the cases required to report when income exceeds eligibility limit or IRT during mid-quarter
months to estimate the number of cases that will not report income changes during a nonreport month
resulting in overpayment. Fifty percent of the cases will result in an overpayment for one month and
50 percent of the cases will result in atwo-month overpayment. Based on fraud overpayment
collection experience, it is assumed that 50 percent of the overpayments will be recovered after a six-
month period.

Based on EDD wage data, the average CalWORK s case receives a grant of $157.00 and the average
CFAP household receives a benefit of $39.35 just prior to becoming ineligible due to excess income.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

Based on Refugee Services Program Services Participation and Outcomes Report (RS 50) data, 0.97
percent of the current RCA cases are terminated due to employment, and 0.38 percent of the cases have
their grant reduced due to employment.

Based on the most recent actual RCA expenditures, the average grant per case for RCA is $271.33.
The average grant for RCA cases just prior to exiting the program is estimated at $82.65.

Based on CaWORK s and Food Stamp FFY 2000 Characteristics Survey data, 35.16 percent of
CaWORK s and 39.40 percent of the NAFS cases have earnings. Based on FFY 2001 EDD wage data,
among those cases with earnings, 35.53 percent experience areduction in earnings from quarter to
guarter. Based on county survey data regarding Reduced Income Supplemental Payments (RISPs)
application, it is estimated that 32 percent of the CalWORKSs, and 25 percent of NAFS and CFAP cases
with decreased earnings will report the decrease during the non-quarterly report months, which
represents 2.72 percent of the total casel oad.

Based on the Food Stamp Program Monthly Caseload Movement Statistical Report (DFA 296) for FY
2001-02, 16.25 percent of CFAP cases are discontinued each month. It is estimated that 26.53 percent
of the cases are discontinued due to income exceeding eligibility limits. It is assumed that these cases
will not be discontinued until their quarterly report month; therefore, resulting in 50 percent of the
cases receiving one month of additional benefits and 50 percent receiving two months of additional
benefits.

Under QR/PB, CaWORK s recipients will receive agrant adjustment equal to 100 percent of the grant
increase associated with reported decrease in income. Under monthly reporting rules recipients may
receive supplemental payments equal to 80 percent of the grant increase. The average CalWORKSs
grant impact for cases that would report decreased income in non-quarterly report monthsis estimated
at $109.90.

CFAP cases will receive a 100 percent supplemental payment equal to the increase; under monthly
reporting these cases do not receive a supplemental payment. The average CFAP benefit impact for
cases that would report decreased income in non-quarterly report months is $49.95.

The costs and savings under the QR/PB framework are compared to the monthly reporting and
retrospective budgeting framework. Assuming one third of the income increases occur in each month,
the result is one month of costs, one month of savings and one month of no cost or savings to
CaWORKSs or CFAP programs. The net impact is zero in those cases with increased income of all
ranges not reporting.

Based on county survey data, 4.5 percent of the caseload will report change of address, changein
household composition, or shelter costs that will result in increased benefits during non-quarterly
report months.

Based on the CA 253 Reportsfor FY 2001-02, 0.75 percent of CalWORKs and CFAP monthly cases
would become ineligible for reasons of no eligible child, excess resources or no deprivation. Itis
assumed that 50 percent of these cases will continue to receive one additional full month of the grant
and 50 percent will continue to receive two additional months of the full grant before being
discontinued.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

Able-Bodied Adults Without Dependents (ABAWDS) are required to report during the quarter when
they are not meeting the work requirement. Based on the Stat 46, FSET Program Quarterly ABAWDs
Statistical and Expenditure Report for FY 2001-02, 0.35 percent of the monthly NAFS/CFAP caseload
experience areduction in work hours causing them to become ineligible for the FSP.

Based on data from the CA 253 Reports for Calendar Y ear 2002 and the Food Stamp Program Monthly
Caseload Movement Statistical Report (DFA 296) for FY 2001-02, 4.48 percent of CalWORK s cases,
and 8.34 percent of CFAP cases are discontinued monthly for not submitting a Monthly Eligibility
Report (CW 7).

Based on the CA 237 Reportsfor Calendar Y ear 2002, 17.91 percent of CalWORK s cases and 28.42
percent of CFAP cases that were discontinued will be restored within amonth. It is assumed that 50
percent of these cases will continue to receive one additional full month of grant/benefit and 50 percent
will continue to receive two additional full months of full grant/benefit before being discontinued.

The average CalWORK s grant per caseis $515.44 based on the CA 800 CaWORK s expenditure
reports for Calendar Y ear 2002. The average CFAP benefits per case is $99.43 based on DFA 256
Reports from October 2002 through January 2003.

The current cost for mailing a monthly report form to arecipient is $0.75. It is assumed that the cost
for mailing the quarterly report will be $0.75 per household/case.

It is assumed that 8,207 CalWORK s Eligibility Worker (EW) full-time equivalents (FTEs) and 3,170
NAFS/CFAP EW FTEswill need 12 hours of one-time training for the QR/PB system in FY 2003-04
based on $57.57 per hour for CalWORK s and $58.27 per hour for NAFS/CFAP.

It is assumed that it will cost $1.3 million ($0.6 million for ClWORKSs, and $0.7 million for FS) in FY
2002-03 and $24.4 million ($10.7 million for CAWORKSs, and $13.7 million for FS) in FY 2003-04 to
reprogram existing systems to implement QR/PB based on information from the Health and Human
Services Data Center. These costs are shared between CalWORK s and FS based on FY 2001-02
person counts of the programs.

METHODOLOGY

Thetotal CdWORKSs, NAFS, CFAP and RCA prospective budgeting administrative costs are
calculated by adding the administrative costs to process: quarterly reports; mid-quarter changes due to
income exceeding the IRT; reduced earnings resulting in increased benefits; address changes; other
changes resulting in increased benefits; mid-quarter changes resulting in ABAWDs not meeting work
requirement; mailing costs; one-time staff training costs; and reprogramming system costs.

The CAWORKSs, NAFS, CFAP and RCA administrative savings from not processing monthly reports
are calculated by multiplying the monthly cost to process a continuing case by the total casemonths of
those currently required to report on a monthly basis (e.g., for NAFSWCDS: $25.01 x 877,149).
These savings are phased in over six monthsto allow counties to transition to the new system.
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METHODOLOGY (continued):

The CaWORKSs, NAFS, CFAP and RCA administrative costs to process quarterly reports are
calculated by multiplying the quarterly cost to process a continuing case by the adjusted casemonths of
those required to report on a quarterly basis (e.g., for NAFS WCDS: $33.69 x (877,149 x 33 percent)).

The CalWORK s administrative cost to process a change resulting in income exceeding the IRT is
calculated by multiplying the cost per case to process mid-quarter report by the associated casemonths
of those required to report. (e.g., for CdWORKs LEADER: $28.08 x 1,285).

The CalWORKSs, NAFS and CFAP administrative costs to process a change resulting in reduced
earnings are calculated by multiplying the number of cases that would report their reduced earnings
outside the quarterly reporting months by the cost per case (e.g., for NAFS WCDS: (877,149 x 2.72
percent x $28.23).

The CaWORKSs, NAFS, and CFAP administrative costs to process a change of address during non-
quarterly report months are calculated by multiplying the number of cases that would report the
changes outside the quarterly reporting months by the cost per case (e.g., for NAFSWCDS: 877,149 x
2.83 percent x $28.23).

The CaWORKSs, NAFS, and CFAP administrative costs to process report a change in household
composition or shelter costs that will result in increased benefits are calculated by multiplying the
number of cases that would report the changes outside the quarterly reporting months by the cost per
case (e.g., for NAFSWCDS: 877,149 x 1.64 percent x $28.23).

The administrative cost to process discontinuances for ABAWDs not meeting the work requirement is
calculated by multiplying the number of cases that would report outside the quarterly report month by
the cost per case (e.g., for NAFSWCDS: 984,786 x 0.35 percent x $28.23).

The CaWORKSs, NAFS, CFAP and RCA administrative cost to mail quarterly reportsis calculated by
multiplying the number of cases that will report quarterly by the mailing cost (e.g., for NAFS WCDS:
(877,149 x 33 percent) x $0.75).

The CalWORKSs, NAFS, CFAP and RCA administrative savings due to not mailing monthly reportsis
calculated by multiplying the number of cases reporting monthly by the mailing cost (e.g., for NAFS
WCDS: 877,149 x $0.75). To allow for counties to transition to the new system, no mailing savings
are assumed for the first three months of implementation.

CaWORK s grant costs for not discontinuing cases with income over the CalWORK s eligibility limit
but under the IRT are calculated by multiplying the impacted casemonths by the average grant per case
accounting for the assumption that 50 percent receive one month of additional grant and 50 percent
receive two months of additional grant (e.g., for Cdl WORKs LEADER: ($157.00 x 552 x 50 percent) +
($157.00 x 552 x 50 percent x 2)).

CFAP coupon costs for not discontinuing cases with income over the eligibility limit are calculated by
multiplying the impacted casemonths by the average grant per case accounting for the assumption that
50 percent receive one month of additional grant and 50 percent receive two months of additional grant
(e.g., for CFAP WCDS: ($39.35 x 358 x 50 percent) + ($39.35 x 358 x 50 percent x 2)).




California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Prospective Budgeting

METHODOLOGY (continued):

CaWORK s grant costs for those cases exempt from reporting when their income exceeds the IRT
because they have unearned income only, are calculated by multiplying the impacted casemonths by
the associated average grant per cases, accounting for the assumption that 50 percent receive one
month of additional grant and 50 percent receive two months of additional grant (e.g., for CdWORKSs
LEADER: ($157.00 x 457 x 50 percent) + ($157.00 x 457 x 50 percent X 2)).

Overpayments for those cases that will not report income exceeding the IRT are calculated by
multiplying the average grant per case by the impacted casemonths of those that will not report,
accounting for the assumption that 50 percent receive one month of additional grant and 50 percent
receive two months of additional grant, and 50 percent of the overpayments will be recovered after a
six-month period (e.g., for Cdl WORKs LEADER: ($157.00 x 39 x 50 percent) + ($157.00 x 39 x 50
percent x 2)).

CaWORK s grant costs for increasing the benefits of those cases reporting a decrease in income during
mid-quarter months are calculated by multiplying the impacted casemonths by the average grant
increase of $109. (e.g., for Cd WORKs LEADER: ($109.90 x 9,623 x 50 percent) + ($109.90 x 9,623 x
50 percent x 2)).

CFAP coupon costs for those cases reporting a decrease in income during mid-quarter months are
calculated by multiplying the impacted casemonths by the average coupon increase of $49.95. (e.g., for
WCDS: ($49.95 x 338 x 50 percent) + ($49.95 x 338 x 50 percent x 2).

CaWORK s grant and CFAP coupon costs for not processing CW 7 noncompliance cases monthly are
calculated by multiplying the average grant/coupon per case by the impacted casemonths, accounting
for the assumption that 50 percent receive one month of additional grant and 50 percent receive two
months of additional grant (e.g., for Cd WORKs LEADER: (($515.44 x 8,675 x 50 percent) + ($515.44
X 8,675 x 50 percent x 2)).

CaWORK s grant and CFAP coupon costs for not discontinuing ineligible cases (for reasons of no
eligible child, etc.) until the quarterly report month are calculated by multiplying the average
grant/coupon per case by the impacted casemonths, accounting for the assumption that 50 percent
receive one month of additional grant and 50 percent receive two months of additional grant (e.g., for
CaWORKSs LEADER: (($515.44 x 1,766 x 50 percent) + ($515.44 x 1,766 x 50 percent x 2)).

RCA grant costs for not adjusting cases with increased earnings until the quarterly report month are
calculated by multiplying the impacted casemonths by the average reduction in grant of $82.65. (RCA
statewide: 20 x $82.65).

The one-time EW training is calculated by multiplying the EW FTE by 12 hours of an EW salary (e.g.,
NAFS/CFAP 3,170 x (12 x $58.27)).

The total administrative cost to reprogram computer systemsis $1.3 million ($0.6 million for
CaWORKSs, and $0.7 million for NAFS/CFAP) in FY 2002-03 and $24.4 ($10.7 million for
CaWORKSs, and $13.7 million for NAFS/CFAP) in FY 2003-04.
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FUNDING:

The funding for CalWORK s grant is 86.52 percent TANF, 10.98 percent State General Fund (GF) and 2.5
percent county in the current year, and 62.31 percent TANF, 7.69 percent GF and 30 percent county in the
budget year. Funding for ClWORKs Administration is 90.1 percent TANF and 9.9 percent GF in the
current year, and 63.07 percent TANF, 6.93 percent GF and 30 percent county in the budget year. The FS
sharing ratio is 50 percent federal, 35 percent state, and 15 percent county funds. CFAP costs are 100
percent state general fund. RCA costs are funded 100 percent federal funds.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

This premise has been updated for more recent actual data. This premise also reflects changesto the
treatment of mid-quarter income changes and other key assumptions. The budget year reflects inclusion of
CaWORK s grant in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment, and revised sharing ratios for
CaWORK s administration while excluding the Food Stamp Program and CFAP from the proposed 2003-
04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY increase to CalWORK s and CFAP grant costs represents the implementation of Prospective
Budgeting according to various schedules. The BY increase to ClWORKS, FS, and CFAP Administration
isanet result of reprogramming costs, one-time EW training, and six months of phased-in administrative
savings. The change in TANF/MOE expendituresin the budget year reflectsinclusion of CdWORKSs in
the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
ITEM 101 — 2002-03 2003-04
CalWORKs
Grant/
Administration
Grant Admin. Grant Admin.
Totd $0 $575 $60,186 $10,119
Federal 0 518 37,505 7,648
State 0 57 4,625 840
County 0 0 18,056 1,631
Reimbursements 0 0 0 0
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EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 141 — 2002-03 2003-04
Food Stamp
Administration
Admin. Admin.
Totd $732 $14,628
Federal 366 7,314
State 256 6,030
County 110 1,284
Reimbursements 0 0
ITEM 101 — 2002-03 2003-04
CFAP/
ITEM 141- CFAP
Administration
Grant Admin. Grant Admin.
Totd $0 $0 $217 -$9
Federal 0 0 0 0
State 0 0 217 -9
County 0 0 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0 0 0
ITEM 101 — 2002-03 2003-04
RCA /
ITEM 141-RCA
Administration
Grant Admin. Grant Admin.
Totd $0 $0 $2 -$16
Federal 0 0 2 -16
State 0 0 0 0
County 0 0 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0 0 0
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Recent Noncitizen Entrants

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost of continuing to aid Recent Noncitizen Entrants. The federal Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA), Public Law 104-193,
excluded most legal immigrants entering the United States (U.S.) after the date of enactment (August 22,
1996). These recent entrants to the United States are barred from receiving benefits from the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program for the first five years they are in the country. PRWORA
does provide exceptions for certain noncitizens:

1. Refugees, asylees, or those granted withholding of deportation for their first five yearsin the U.S,;
2. Veterans, current military personnel, spouses and dependents; and,

3. Cuban-Haitian noncitizens: Cuban-Haitian entrants are eligible for Refugee Assistance and
Refugee Education Assistance.

The California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CaWORKS) Program continued aid to
certain groups of noncitizens that became ineligible with the implementation of PRWORA. These include:
(1) Parolees; (2) Conditional Entrants; (3) Legal Permanent Residents; (4) Permanently Residing in the
United States Under Color of Law; and, (5) Battered Noncitizens.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented in September 1996.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Based on the most recent data reported on the Summary Report of Assistance Expendituresfor
CaWORKs— Legal Immigrants (CA 800 M and CA 800) the monthly caseload for recent noncitizen
entrantsis 5,307 and the average grant per case is $578.55.

» Thetotal Recent Noncitizen Entrants cases is projected by applying the CalWORK s trend forecast to
December 2002 actual caseload. The CAWORKSs caseload is projected to decrease in the current year
and budget year.

* Adjusting for the CalWORK s trend, the estimated monthly caseload for Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03 is
5,244 and for FY 2003-04 is 5,187.

* The administrative costs for recent noncitizen entrants claimed by counties were $10,436,577 during
Calendar Y ear 2002.

»  For services, the costsin FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 reflect 2.0 percent of the CalWORK s Services
Basic cost. Refer to that premise for more detailed information regarding services. The percentageis
based upon actual expenditures from January 2002 to December 2002.

*  For CdlWORKSs Child Care, the total costs for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 is 1.5 percent and 1.0
percent of the CalWORK s Stage One Child Care cost, respectively. Refer to that premise for more
detailed information regarding child care. The percentage for FY 2002-03 is based upon actual
expenditures from July 2001 to June 2002. The percentage for FY 2003-04 is based upon actual
expenditures from Calendar Y ear 2002.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

* For Cal Learn, the costsin FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 reflect 1.5 percent of the Cal Learn cost.
Refer to that premise for more detailed information regarding Cal Learn. The percentage is based upon
actual expenditures from January 2002 to December 2002.

METHODOLOGY:

» Thegrant costs were calculated by multiplying the projected monthly casel oad by the average grant per
case.

» The administrative costs were calculated based on actual expenditures adjusted for projected casel oad
growth/decline and for those recipients who are eligible for TANF funding.

* The CAdWORKSs Child Care costs are a shift of 1.5 percent in the current year and 1.0 percent in the
budget year of the total estimated cost to Recent Noncitizen Entrants.

e TheCal Learn costs are ashift of 1.5 percent of the total estimated cost to Recent Noncitizen Entrants.

» The services costs are a shift of 2.0 percent of the total estimated cost for CalWORK s Services Basic to
Recent Noncitizen Entrants.

FUNDING:

The grant costsin current year (CY) are funded with 95 percent State General Fund (GF) and 5 percent
county funds and in budget year (BY) are funded 70 percent GF and 30 percent county funds. The
administrative costs, employment services and child care are 100 percent GF in CY. The administrative
costs and employment services are 70 percent GF and 30 percent county fundsin BY. Child careis 100
percent GF inthe CY and BY. Thetota funding is countable toward the State's TANF maintenance of
effort requirement.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Total costs were updated using the most recent actual data. The BY reflectsinclusion of CalWORKSs grants
in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment. The BY also reflects revised sharing ratios for
administrative costs and employment services as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY decrease in grants reflects a caseload decrease. The increase in services cost isbased on an
increase in CalWORKSs Services Basic. The Stage One Child Care decrease is based on adecrease in the
percentage shifted. The Cal Learn Services reflects a caseload decrease. The change in GF expenditures
for the BY reflects revised sharing ratios for administrative costs and employment services, and the
inclusion of CalWORK s Grants in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly 5,244 5,187
Caseload
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
ITEM 101 - 2002-03 2003-04
CalWORKs
Assistance Payments Grant  County Admin. Grant  County Admin.
Tota $36,485 $10,032 $36,087 $9,809
Federal 0 0 0 0
State 34,661 10,032 25,261 6,866
County 1,824 0 10,826 2,943
Reimbursements 0 0 0 0
ITEM 101 - 2002-03 2003-04

CalWORK s Services

County Admin.

County Admin.

Tota $12,043 $15,064

Federad 0 0

State 12,043 10,544

County 0 4,520
Reimbursements 0 0
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EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000's)

ITEM 101 - 2002-03 2003-04
CalWORKs Stage Services/ Services/
One Child Care® Administration Administration
Tota $8,202 $5,853

Federa 0 0

State 8,202 5,853

County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
ITEM 101 - 2002-03 2003-04
Cal Learn Services® Services/ Services/
Administration Administration

Total $369 $374

Federal 0 0

State 369 374

County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0

L. The CaWORKs Stage One Child Care and Cal Learn Services expenditures are combined in the Recent
Noncitizen Entrants Services/Administration premise item.
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Child Support Assurance Demonstration Project

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the grant costs associated with the Child Support Assurance (CSA) demonstration
project. The Caifornia Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CaWORKS) legislation, Assembly
Bill (AB) 1542 (Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997) directed the California Department of Social Services
(CDSS) to conduct a demonstration project to test methods of CSA as alternatives to CalWORK s grants.
CSA provides employed low-income custodial parents a guaranteed child support payment in lieu of a
grant under the ClWORK s Program. In addition, counties may provide supportive services such as child
care, substance abuse and mental health counseling. If these services are provided, the costs for these
services are to be paid from the counties' single allocation. AB 472 (Chapter 803, Statutes of 1999)
specified that no funding streams will be utilized to pay for the CSA payments if those funding streams
would cause the participants to be subject to the time limitations of CalWORKSs recipients. The CDSS has
selected three counties to test two methods of CSA.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise will implement January 1, 2004.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 15200 and 18241-18247.

e San Francisco, Alameda and Contra Costa counties were originally selected to participate in the CSA
project. Asreflected in prior subvention estimates, Alameda and Contra Costa counties have decided
not to participate in the project.

» Therewill be adelay in the implementation of the San Francisco County project until January 2004.
* Theaverage monthly CSA payment for the San Francisco project is $466.

» Itisanticipated that the San Francisco project will implement in January 2004 with an initial caseload
of 15 CSA participants. The caseload is expected to increase by 25 cases per month reaching 140
participants by June 2004.

METHODOLOGY:
The monthly number of casesis multiplied by the value of the CSA payment.

FUNDING:

These expenditures are funded with 70 percent State General Fund and 30 percent county and are
countable toward the State’ s maintenance of effort.
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CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The estimate was updated to reflect the delay in implementation for the San Francisco County project. The
budget year reflects inclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year net impact reflects San Francisco County implementing in January 2004, and the inclusion
of this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly
Caseload 0 39
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $0 $217
Federal 0 0
State 0 152
County 0 65
Reimbursements 0 0
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Employment Training Fund

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the Employment Training Fund (ETF) amount used to offset the cost of providing
employment services to recipients of the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CAWORKS) Program.

ETF funds are derived from employer contributions and administered by the Employment Devel opment
Department. The ETF funds meet the federal criteriato be counted toward Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families Program maintenance of effort (MOE) requirements.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise was originaly implemented on July 11, 1994. No funding was appropriated for Fiscal Y ear
(FY) 1997-98 through FY 1998-99. The premise was re-implemented on July 1, 1999.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

It is assumed that $30 million will be availablein FY 2002-03 and $21.4 million in FY 2003-04 from the
ETF.

METHODOLOGY:

Once thetotal cost of providing CaWORK s employment servicesis calculated, the cost is reduced by the
amount of the ETF appropriated to the California Department of Social Services by the Legislature.

FUNDING:
This premise is funded with ETF funds, which are MOE countable.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The available funding for local assistance will be reduced to $21.4 million in FY 2003-04.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)

2002-03 2003-04

County Admin. County Admin.

Total -$30,000 -$21,432

Federa 0 0

State -30,000 -21,432

County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CalWORKS) Program Basic

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost of providing employment and training services to Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF) Program households. Asaresult of Public Law 104-193, the federal welfare
reform legislation establishing the TANF Program, all adults receiving TANF funds must work as soon as
determined ready, or after being aided for 24 months. Assembly Bill (AB) 1542 (Chapter 270, Statutes of
1997) mandates the implementation of the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CAWORKS) Program. The employment services provided to CalWORK S recipients include awide
variety of activities designed to assist the recipient in obtaining and retaining employment.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 15204.3(a), anended by AB 1111.
» The staff development costs are based on the most current actual expenditures.

* No cost-of-doing-business adjustment was granted because of lower revenues and other demands on
the available State General Fund (GF).

METHODOLOGY:

 TheFisca Year (FY) 2002-03 estimate is adjusted to reflect funding shift changes due to updated
Two-Parent State only percentage and updated Tribal TANF savings.

* TheFY 2003-04 estimate has been adjusted for a casel oad decline, changes in the Recent Noncitizen
Entrants' percentage, updated staff development expenditures, and savingsto reflect additional tribes
included in Tribal TANF.

FUNDING:

The State share (5.59 percent for FY 2002-03 and for FY 2003-04) reflects the cost for the State-Only
Two-Parent Program which was implemented October 1, 1999. The State-Only Two-Parent Program is
countable toward the State’ s maintenance of effort requirement. The federal TANF share reflects the cost
for al other families receiving employment services.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The FY 2002-03 estimate was adjusted to reflect changes in the State-Only Two-Parent Program shift. For
FY 2003-04, the reduction is due to the increase in actual costs for Recent Noncitizen Entrants, which are
identified as a separate premise, thus are shifted out of thisitem. The changein TANF/GF expenditures
for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local
Realignment.
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REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The adjustment is due to casel oad revisions, changes in the Recent Noncitizen Entrants’ percentage,
updated staff development actual expenditures, and savings for Tribal TANF. The TANF/GF reduction in
the budget year reflectsinclusion of this premise in the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in000’s) 2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.

Total $795,871 $742,206

Federal 750,650 501,365

State 45,221 19,393

County 0 221,448
Reimbursements 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects an adjustment to the Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03 California Work Opportunity and
Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) Single Allocation. Section 15204.3 of the Welfare and Institutions
Code (W&IC) isamended to include provisions for the FY 2002-03 adjustment. The FY 2003-04 reflects a
one-time adjustment to the CalWORK s Employment Services Basic Program.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
Authorizing statute: W& IC section 15204.3.

METHODOLOGY:
FY 2002-03:

The amount of funding needed for this adjustment, $128.0 million, was determined based on the statewide
cost per aided adult, in addition to providing counties with a minimum funding level equivalent to their FY
2001-02 basic Employment Services Allocation.

FY 2003-04:
The funding was based on the available TANF funds for the CalWORK s Program.

FUNDING:

The State share (5.59 percent) reflects the cost for the State-Only Two-Parent Program that implemented
Octaober 1, 1999. The State-Only Two-Parent Program is countabl e toward the State’ s MOE requirement.
The federal Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) share reflects the administrative costs for
the CalWORK s Program.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change in State General Fund expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a
result of the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease in funding is due to the available TANF funds. The TANF/GF reduction in the budget year
reflectsinclusion of this premise in the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
Single Allocation Adjustment 2002-03 2003-04
Tota $128,000 $156,892
Federal 120,845 103,686
State 7,155 6,139
County 0 47,067
Reimbursements 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the shift of those individualsin the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility
to Kids (CaWORKSs) Program who have reached their 60-month Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) lifetime limit to state maintenance of effort (MOE) funding. Assembly Bill 1542
(Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997) mandated the implementation of the CalWORKs Program. The TANF
Final Rule (45 CFR Part 260 et al), in accordance with Public Law 104-193, mandates that individuals may
receive TANF assistance funds for alifetime maximum of 60 months, unless that individual is exempt due
to ahardship or because they, or their children, have been avictim of domestic violence, or they have lived
in Indian Country or an Alaskan native village, where the unemployment rate was 50 percent or higher.

Because the CalWORK s Program implemented 13 months after TANF funds were received by the State,
those individual s who reached their TANF 60-month time limit in Fiscal Y ear (FY) 2001-02 could have up
to 13 months left of their CalWORK's 60-month time limit.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise implemented on December 1, 2001.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Individuals began reaching the TANF 60-month time limit in December 2001.

e Only the All (Other) Families (AF) cases with an adult will be subject to the TANF 60-month time
limit. Two-Parent Family cases have already been shifted to a state-only program.

» Administration costs for TANF timed out cases continue to be eligible to be funded with TANF funds.

»  Twenty percent of the entire Cal WORKs TANF-funded casel oad can be exempted from the TANF 60-
month time limit because they have a hardship, as defined by the State. In current year (CY), these
cases will not be funded with federal funds as allowed under the 20 percent hardship criteria. Instead
they will be funded with 100 percent MOE funds as long as there is sufficient MOE to cover these
costs. In budget year (BY) these cases will be funded with federal funds as allowed under the 20
percent hardship criteria.

»  For FYs2002-03 and 2003-04, Welfare Data Tracking Implementation Project (WDTIP) data
regarding the cases that have hit and that will hit the time limit was used. Two pieces of information
were used for the estimate, monthly WDTIP projection files prepared for the counties and monthly
adult-level WDTIP data extracts, which indicate when cases would hit the time limit.

* Anadjustment of approximately 0.34 percent of the caseload was made to account for those cases
exempt from the time limit due to living in Indian Country where the unemployment rate was 50
percent or higher. In addition, an adjustment was made for the cases that will reach the ClWORK's
time limit.

» Atota of 985,241 and 988,338 AF adult casemonths will be subject to the TANF 60-month time limit
for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04, respectively.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

*  The 985,241 casemonths represents 17.04 percent, and 988,338 casemonths represent 17.48 percent of
the total CalWORK s casemonths, including child-only casemonths for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04,
respectively.

* The 985,241 casemonths represent 28 percent and 988,338 casemonths represent 28 percent of the total
cases with an adult for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04, respectively.

» Based on actua costs per case claimed by the counties for the period January 2002 through December
2002, the estimate assumes an average AF grant amount of $508.52

» The countieswill remain responsible for their share of the grant costs.

* The CAWORKSs Services Basic costs in the current year are $922.8 million and $876.4 million in the
budget year.

¢ The CAWORKSs Stage One Child Care Basic costs in the current year are $574 million and $605
million in the budget year.

e The CAWORKs Administration costs associated with ongoing case activitiesin current year are $634
million and $550 million in budget year.

METHODOLOGY:

» Theshift in grant costs to the State-only program was cal culated by multiplying the TANF 60-month
time limit casemonths by the average grant amount for AF cases. A total of 97.5 percent of the costs
are shifted from federal to state funds (985,241 x $508.52 x 97.5 percent).

» Theshift in services and child care costs to the State-only program was cal culated by applying the
respective 60-month time limit ratio for adults on aid for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04, to the
“CaWORKSs Services Basic” and “ CalWORK's Stage One Child Care” estimates.

FUNDING:
This premise is funded 100 percent State General Fund (GF) in CY and 100 percent TANF in BY.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The increased cost shift for grantsin CY reflects an increase in casel oad as cases are being delayed in
reaching their 60-month CalWORKstime limit. The CY decrease in administration costs reflects the
eligiblity to be funded with TANF funds. The change in services and child care reflects actual
expenditures for the first half of CY and projected actuals for the second half of CY. The BY no longer
reflects a cost shift, these cases will be funded with federal funds as alowed under the 20 percent hardship
criteria

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY no longer reflects a cost shift, these cases are being funded with federal funds as allowed under the
20 percent hardship criteria.
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CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly 82,103 82,362
Cases
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
ITEM 101 - 2002-03 2003-04
CalWORKs
Assistance Payments Grant  County Admin. Grant  County Admin.
Total $0 $0 $0 $0
Federa -488,490 0 0 0
State 488,490 0 0 0
County 0 0 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0 0 0
ITEM 101- 2002-03 2003-04
CalWORK s Services Services Services
Total $0 $0
Federal -118,134 0
State 118,134 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 101- 2002-03 2003-04
CalWORK s Stage One Services Services/
Child Care Administration Administration
Total $0 $0
Federal -80,465 0
State 80,465 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the net savings to the federal Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and
state funded programs of those individualsin the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CAWORKS) Program who have reached their 60-month CalWORK s time limit. Assembly Bill (AB) 1542
(Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997) mandated the implementation of the CaWORKs Program. The
CaWORK s Program provides that individuals may receive CalWORK s assistance funds for alifetime
maximum of 60 months, unless that individual is exempt due to any of the following: 60 years of age or
older, disabled, a nonparent caretaker relative, they have lived in Indian Country or an Alaskan native
village where the unemployment rate was 50 percent or higher, or they are incapable of maintaining
employment or participating in welfare-to-work activities, as determined by the county, based on the
assessment of the individual and the individual has a history of participation and full cooperationin
welfare-to-work activities. CalWORK s 60-month time limit exemptions are also allowed for any month in
which cash aid is fully reimbursed as aresult of child support collection, whether collected in that month or
any subsequent month, and for any “overpayment month” that is fully repaid by grant reduction or other
means.

In accordance with Welfare and Institutions Code (W& IC) section 11320.15, a participant that has received
aid for atotal of 60 months shall be removed from the assistance unit for the purposes of calculation of aid.
However, the legislation allows counties to provide job retention services to former recipients for up to 12
months after leaving aid. In addition, former recipients that are working or participating in an approved
Welfare-To-Work activity after leaving aid are eligible for up to two years of transitional child care. The
net savings displayed in this premise are the result of the “ Savings’ for cases with an adult that are no
longer eligible for assistance and services, and the cost of the “ Safety Net” for continued assistance and
services for child only cases and adults eligible for transitional services.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
e Authorizing Statute: W& IC sections 11320.15, 11450.13 and 11454.5.

» Individuals began reaching their Cal WORK s 60-month time limit in January 2003.

» For Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 the data source used to determine the impacted casel oad
was the Welfare Data Tracking Implementation Project (WDTIP). Monthly WDTIP data extracts of
participant time clocks were used to estimate the monthly casel oad.

» Anattrition rate of 2.29 percent per month was applied to control for casesthat leave aid before they
reach their time limits.

The WDTIP caseload projections were adjusted to account for underreporting of exemptions due to
child support payments collected. This causes an additional 41.3 percent of monthly caseload to be
exempt in current year (CY) and 21.8 percent to be exempt in budget year (BY). Exemptions dueto
overpaid months repaid and living in Indian Country are reflected in WDTIP, and therefore, require no
further adjustment.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

The WDTIP caseload projections were adjusted by 7.48 percent to account for those counties who have
not converted to the WDTIP system.

In FY 2002-03, atotal of 140,076 casemonths, which represents 2.4 percent of the total CalWORK s
casemonths and 3.6 percent of CalWORK s cases with an adult, will be subject to the CalWORK s 60-
month time limit. In FY 2003-04, atotal of 613,933 casemonths, which represents 10.9 percent of the
total CalWORK s casemonths and 16.1 percent of CalWORK s cases with an adult, will be subject to
the CalWORK s 60-month time limit.

The cases hitting the CalWORK s 60-month time limit in the current year are 81.23 percent All
Families (AF) cases (one-parent cases) and 18.77 percent two-parent cases.

The cases hitting the CalWORK s 60-month time limit in the budget year are 81.23 percent AF cases
(one-parent cases) and 18.77 percent two-parent cases.

Using a match between the Medi-Cal Eligibility Data System and data from the Employment
Development Department, it was determined that 58 percent of those individuals who have been on aid
continuously since January of 1996 had earned income. There are 56 percent of the one-parent cases
and 68 percent of the two-parent cases that have earned income.

The cases that reach the time limit and are working will receive transitional child care and one year of
job retention services. The average monthly number of adults with earned income that will receive job
retention servicesis 19,443 which is based on Calendar Y ear 2003 projections.

The monthly cost of providing job retention servicesis $111 per adult based on the cases reported on
the WTW 25/25A Reports and the County Expense Claim for job retention services from January 2002
to December 2002.

In FY 2002-03 of the children receiving CalWORK s Child Care, 47 percent in Stage Two are on aid.
Thisis based on CDE projected data from FY 2001-02 for Stage Two.

For Stage One FY 2002-03 and Stage One and Stage Two in FY 2003-04 a new percentage of cases
timing out of Child Care was calculated using the basic timing out caseload as amodel. A statewide
county survey was conducted to determine the initial number of children timing out of Stage One and
Stage Two in the month of January 2003. Thisinformation was used to extrapolate how the casel oad
would behave in subsequent months.

The Stage One child care cases hitting the CalWORK s 60-month time limit in the current year is 2.87
percent, the budget year is 13.41 percent.

The Stage Two child care cases hitting the CalWORK s 60-month time limit in the current year is 8.80
percent, the budget year is 24.42 percent.

For Stage One FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 a statewide county survey determined 73 percent of Stage
One caseload are working or receiving vocational education and will have a continuing need for child
care. In the current year 100 percent of the safety net will be in Stage One. In the budget year 50
percent of the Stage One safety net cases would have a continuing need in Stage One and the other 50
percent would transition to Stage Two.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

For Stage Two in FY 2003-04 a statewide county survey determined 81 percent of Stage Two caseload
are working or receiving vocational education and will have a continuing need for child care. It was
determined that 100 percent of the Stage Two safety net cases would remain in Stage Two.

The average grant for cases with an adult(s) that reaches the ClWORK's 60-Month Time Limit is
based on FFY 2001 Q-5 survey datafor cases that have been on aid for 48 months or more.

For purposes of calculating grant savings, a “working” assistance unit (AU) is defined as having earned
income of $225 or more.

The average grant for a one-parent AU-working is $422, and for a one-parent AU-not working is $610.
The average grant for atwo-parent AU-working is $531, and for atwo-parent AU-not working is $690.

Based on FFY 2001 Q-5 survey data, one-parent AU cases that have been on aid for more than 48
months have an average of two children, two-parent AU cases have an average of three children.

Statutory language requires that the Safety Net Grant shall equal the MAP, adjusted to reflect the
removal of the adult or adults from the AU and further adjusted by the net nonexempt income of the
adult or adults removed from the AU.

Based on FFY 2001 Q-5 survey data, the average Safety Net grant, adjusted to reflect the reduction of
the net nonexempt income of the adult(s) is: $291 for a one-parent AU-working; $479 for a one-parent
AU-not working; $290 for a two-parent AU-working; and $449 for a two-parent AU-not working.

Based on FFY 2001 Q-5 survey data, 95.2 percent of cases reaching the 60-month time limit will be
eligible for the Safety Net. In FY 2002-03 133,300 casemonths and in FY 2003-04 584,236
casemonths will be eligible for the Safety Net.

Administrative costs for the Safety Net cases are assumed to remain at the same level as before
removal of the adult(s).

Administrative savings are assumed for cases not eligible for the Safety Net.

METHODOLOGY:

The CaWORK s grant savings for one-parent cases hitting the time limit is calculated by multiplying
the total 60-month casemonths by the one-parent percentage (140,076 x 81.23 percent = 113,784) and
applying the working and nonworking ratios (113,784 x 56 percent = 63,663, and 113,784 x 44 percent
=50,123). The one-parent working and nonworking average grant is multiplied by the respective
casemonths (63,663 x $422, and 50,123 x $610). The grant savings for two-parent cases s calculated
using the same methodol ogy applying the applicable ratios and grants for the two-parents cases.

The Safety Net grant costs are calculated by multiplying the total Safety Net casemonths (140,076 x
95.2 percent = 133,300) by the one-parent percentage (133,300 x 81.23 percent = 108,281) and
applying the working and nonworking ratios (108,281 x 56 percent = 60,583, and 108,281 x 44 percent
=47,698). The MAP for the children reduced by the net-nonexempt income of the parentsis
multiplied by the respective casemonths (e.g., one-parent working — 60,583 x $291). The Safety Net
grant costs for one-parent nonworking and two-parent cases is calculated using the same methodol ogy
applying the applicable grants.
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METHODOLOGY (continued):

» The savings for Employment Services was determined by applying a projected cost per case times the
cases hitting the time limit. The updated cost per case reflects total employment services expenditures
through December 2002 less expenditures for pre-assessment, vocational education and job club
divided by the WtW 25 Calendar Y ear 2002 unduplicated count less appraisal, assessment, job search
and vocational education caseload. Thetotal savings for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 are $74.9
million and $258.5 million, respectively.

* Thecost of the Safety Net for Employment Services was determined by multiplying the annual cases
which is the number of adults with earned income, by the average statewide cost per case for these
services. Thetotal cost for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 are $9.1 million and $39.7 million,
respectively.

»  Theshift in administrative costs from CalWORK s to the Safety Net in FY 2002-03 was calculated by
applying the percentage of 60-month time limit casemonths to the total CalWORK s administration
costs associated with ongoing CalWORK s case activities. The shift in administrative costs from
CaWORKSsto the Safety Net in FY 2003-04 utilizes the same methodology however, as aresult of not
being eligible for the Safety Net, there is a net administrative savingsin FY 2003-04.

» Thesavingsfor Stage One and Stage Two Child Care was determined by applying the ratio of the
children that are on aid and the ratio for cases with adults hitting the time limit to the Cd WORK s
Stage One and Stage Two Child Care estimates. The total savings for FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 are
$68.7 million and $247.4 million, respectively.

» Thecost of the Safety Net for Stage One and Stage Two Child Care was determined by applying the
ratio of the children that are on aid and the ratio for those who are working participants to the
CaWORK s Stage One and Stage Two Child Care estimates. The total cost for FY 2002-03 and FY
2003-04 is $37.9 million and $193.9 million, respectively.

FUNDING:

The " Savings’ for employment services and administration is 2 percent TANF/MOE and 98 percent
GF/MOE in CY and 1.4 percent TANF/MOE , 68.6 percent GF/MOE, and 30 percent county fundsin the
BY. The*"Safety Net” for employment services and administration is 100 percent GF/MOE in CY and 70
percent GF/MOE and 30 percent county fundsin BY. The“Savings’ for Ca WORKs Grants is shared 2
percent TANF, 95.5 percent GF, and 2.5 percent county fundsin CY and 1.4 percent TANF, 68.6 percent
GF, and 30 percent county fundsinthe BY. The*"Safety Net” for Cal WORK's Grantsis shared 97.5
percent GF and 2.5 percent county funds in the CY and 70 percent GF and 30 percent county fundsin the
BY. The“Savings’ for child careis shared at 98 percent GF and two percent TANF. The “Safety Net” for
child care is 100 percent GF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

This premise has been revised to reflect updated caseload and expenditure data. The Safety Net casel oad
has been reduced to reflect those not eligible due to income exceeding the limit. The changein GF
expenditures for the BY reflects revised sharing ratios for administrative costs and employment services,
and the inclusion of CalWORK s Grantsin the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The increase in the budget year reflects the full year’simpact of people hitting the time limit. The change
in TANF/MOE expenditures for the BY reflects inclusion of ClWORK s Grants in the proposed 2003-04
State and Local Realignment. The change in TANF/MOE expenditures for BY reflects revised sharing

ratios for employment services and administration as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local
Realignment.

CASELOAD:
2002-03* 2003-04
Average Monthly 23,346 51,161
Persons

!_Thisisthe average monthly caseload over a six-month period, from January 2003 through June 2003.
The 12-month average is 11,673.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 101 - 2002-03 2003-04
CalWORKs
Assistance Payments Grant  County Admin. Grant  County Admin.
Total -$23,797 $0 -$104,300 -$3,311
Federal -1,419 -308 -4,465 -958
State -21,783 308 -68,545 -1,359
County -595 0 -31,290 -994
Reimbursements 0 0 0 0
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EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 101 - 2002-03 2003-04
CalWORK s Services Services Services
Tota -$12,641 -$55,406
Federal -433 -1,331
State -12,208 -37,453
County 0 -16,622
Reimbursements 0 0
ITEM 101 - 2002-03 2003-04
CalWORKs Stage Services Admin. Services Admin.
One Child Care?
Tota -$8,768 -$51,523
Federa -330 -1,623
State -8,438 -49,900
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0

- In addition to the savings reflected in this premise there is a net savings of $11.5 million in Stage Two

Child Care in the current year and $1.98 million in the budget year. Refer to the “CaWORKSs Child
Care fund Transfer to CDE for Stage Two as CCDBG” premise for more information regarding the

impact of time limitsin Stage Two.
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost to provide for the treatment of substance abuse for California Work
Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CaWORKS) Program Welfare To Work participants. Assembly
Bill (AB) 1542 (Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997) mandated the implementation of the CalWORK's Program.
In addition, it mandates, to the extent that funding is available, that counties provide for the treatment of
substance abuse that may limit or impair a participant’s ability to make the transition from welfare to work
or retain employment over along period of time. The county welfare department and the county alcohol
and drug departments are required to collaborate to ensure an effective system is available to provide
evaluations and substance abuse treatment.

Additionally, this premise provides transitional servicesto low income women requiring alcohol and other
drug treatment services.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11322.6.

e InFisca Year (FY) 2002-03 and (FY) 2003-04, the projected average monthly caseloads are 2,270
cases per month. Thisisbased on an 18-month linear regression and projection through June 2002,
and multiplying the June 2002 cases by 12 months.

* Thecost per caseis $1,790 based on Calendar Y ear 2001 caseload and expenditures data.
» The cost of the Indian Health Clinics Program in FY's 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 is $2,310,000.
* The cost of the Low-Income Women's Program in FY's 2002-03 and 2003-04 is $2,000,000.

METHODOLOGY:
* InFY 2002-03, the projected average monthly casel oad was multiplied by the projected cost per case.

* Thefunding in FYs 2002-03 and 2003-04 is being held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.

» For each year, $2,310,000 has been redirected to the “Mental Health/Substance Abuse Services for
Indian Health Clinics” premise.

»  For each year, $2.0 million for the Low-Income Women’s Program was added to the basic cost of the
program.
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FUNDING:

This premise isfunded in the current year with 100 percent with State General Fund (GF). These are
counted toward the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families maintenance of effort (MOE) requirement,
except for the Low-Income Women's Program which is not MOE countable. The budget year is funded
with 70 percent GF which is countable toward the TANF/MOE requirement (except for the $2.0 funding
for the Low-Income Women's Program) and 30 percent county funds. In the budget year, the Low-Income
Women's Program will be funded with Federal TANF Funds transferred to Title XX. Seethe“Title XX”
premise for more information on Title XX funding.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios for the nonfederal share
of costs as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

In the budget year, the Low-Income Women’' s Program will be funded with Federal TANF Funds
transferred to Title XX. The change in GF expenditures in the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as
aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $48,429 $48,429
Federa 0 2,000
State 48,429 32,500
County 0 13,929
Reimbursements 0 0
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Mental Health Services

DESCRIPTION:

This premise provides for the treatment of mental or emotional difficulties for California Work
Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) Program Welfare to Work participants. Assembly
Bill (AB) 1542 (Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997) mandated the implementation of the CalWORK's Program.
In addition, it mandates, to the extent that funding is available, that counties provide for the treatment of
mental or emotional difficulties that may limit or impair a participant’s ability to make the transition from
welfare to work or retain employment over along period of time.

Available mental health services must include assessment, case management, and treatment and
rehabilitation services. Effective Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03, these funds will be included in the
CaWORKSs county block grant.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
e Authorizing statute: AB 1542.

* InFY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04, funding is being held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.

* InFY 2002-03, the projected average monthly caseload is 10,426 cases per month. Thisisbased on an
18-month linear regression and projection through June 2002, and multiplying the June 2002 cases by
12 months.

* Thecost per case is $572 based on the Calendar Y ear 2001 casel oad and expenditures.

METHODOLOGY:
* InFY 2002-03, the projected caseload was multiplied by the projected cost per case.

e Thefundingin FY 2003-04 is being held at the current year level.

FUNDING:

This premise is funded with 100 percent State General Fund (GF) in the current year and is countable
toward the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families maintenance of effort requirement. The budget year
is funded with 70 percent GF and 30 percent county funds.
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Mental Health Services

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ration for the nonfederal share
of costs as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change in GF expenditures in the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed
FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $71,515 $71,515
Federa 0 0
State 71,515 50,060
County 0 21,455
Reimbursements 0 0
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Mental Health/Substance Abuse
Services for Indian Health Clinics

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost to provide mental health and/or substance abuse services to Native
Americans by providing aclinician in each of the 36 Indian health clinics. Services provided are necessary
to obtain or retain employment, or to participate in county or Tribal Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families (TANF) welfare-to-work (WTW) activities.

The services may include: (a) outreach and identification of individuals who are receiving, or may be
eligible for, California s Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) Program assistance;
(b) screening of individuals for substance abuse or mental health issues; (c) ensuring that individuals have
transportation to the county welfare department (CWD) to apply for CalWORK's and/or to participate in
WTW activities; (d) accompanying individuals to the evaluation for mental health and/or substance abuse
services; (e) providing individual or group services, or making referrals to more intensive treatment
services offered by the CWD; and, (f) facilitating the integration of individuals into the Cdl WORKs WTW
Program.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

Twenty-seven clinics implemented this program in Fiscal Year (FY) 2001-02. Nine additional clinicswill
implement in FY 2002-03.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11322.6.

* The estimate assumes an annual salary of $63,000 for 36 clinicians at the Indian Health Clinics.
* Itisassumed that five vanswill be purchased in the current year.
* The estimate assumes one-time cost of $25,000 per van.

* The estimate assumes that with the purchase of five new vans there will be 32 vans operational for 36
clinics.

* The estimate assumes a maintenance and operation cost of $375 per van per month each year.

*  The Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs (DADP) provides administrative support to
accommodate the services and additional duties. The total cost for the support is $234,313 in (FY)
2002-03 and $235,178 in (FY) 2003-04 and is transferred to DADP through an interagency agreement.

* The estimate assumes there will be four Regional Collaborative Meetings in the budget year.
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Mental Health/Substance Abuse
Services for Indian Health Clinics

METHODOLOGY:

» For the current year, the estimate reflects the following methodol ogy:

¢ Theannual salary of $63,000 per clinician was multiplied by 31 clinics. Five clinics were
multiplied by $31,500 (half annual salary) because they had a 6-month delay in start-up;

¢ Purchase of five vans at $25,000 per van;

¢ The on-going maintenance and operation of 32 vans at $375 per month was multiplied by 12
months. These costs include maintenance and operation of the 5 new vans purchased in the current
year; and,

¢ A total of $234,313 for an interagency agreement with DAPD was added for administrative
support.

»  For the budget year, the estimate reflects the following methodol ogy:
¢ Theannual salary of $63,000 per clinician was multiplied by 36 clinics;

¢ The on-going maintenance and operation of 32 vans at $375 per month was multiplied by 12
months,

¢ A total of $58,600 was added for four Regional Collaborative Meetings; and,

¢ A total of $235,178 for an interagency agreement with DADP was added for administrative
support.

FUNDING:

The transportation and funding for the Regional Collaborative Meetingsis 100 percent TANF. The direct
services including the DADP support cost is 100 percent State General Fund, which is countable toward
the TANF maintenance of effort requirement. The fundswill be distributed through an interagency
agreement with the DADP for allocation to the Indian health clinics.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The change reflects the six-month delay in start-up of five of the 36 clinics.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change reflects the full year impact of all 36 clinics along with updates for the Regiona Collaborative
Meetings and the updated 1A with DADP.
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Services for Indian Health Clinics

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Tota $2,614 $2,706
Federal 269 203
State 2,345 2,503
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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County Performance Incentives
DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs to provide fiscal incentive payments to counties for case exits due to
employment, grant reductions due to earnings, and the diversion of applicants, as specified by the
California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) legislation, Assembly Bill (AB)
1542 (Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997), and AB 2876 (Chapter 108, Statutes of 2000). The counties would
receive an annual performance incentive allocation starting from Fiscal Year (FY) 1997-98, subject to the
amounts appropriated in the annual Budget Act. The Department began advancing incentive paymentsto
the counties, as they were earned, but prior to their expenditure. The incentive allocationsto counties were
to be used for specific purposes for either the federal Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
Program or the CalWORK s Program.

In 2001, the federal Department of Health and Human Services advised the Department that the
advancement of performance incentives was inconsistent with the federal Cash Management |mprovement
Act regulations, and that the unexpended funds must be recouped for redistribution. By June 30, 2002, the
Department had recouped the unspent performance incentive funds from the counties in accordance with
the federal Cash Management Improvement Act. In view of the pressuresto California’ s TANF block
grant in FY 2002-03 and beyond, the Department used part of the recoupment to fund the CalWORK s
program in FY 2002-03. The remainder of the recouped funding will be allocated to the countiesin FY
2002-03.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing Statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 10544.1.

» Thetotal performance incentives earned by the counties between January 1, 1998, and June 30, 2002,
is$1.092 billion.

» Thetotal of performance incentives spent by the counties from July 1, 1998, through June 30, 2002, is
$372.7 million.

» The Department recouped unspent performance incentives totaling $719.3 million. Of this funding,
$297.1 million is budgeted for CalWORK's and employment servicesin Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03.

* Theremaining $422.2 million of the recouped performance incentive funds are allocated to the
countiesin FY 2002-03.

* No performance incentives will be paid to countiesin FY 2003-04 due to the current budget situation.

METHODOLOGY:

The performance incentive expenditures are based on the actual expenditures reported by the countiesin
their county expense claims.

FUNDING:
This premise will be funded with the TANF block grant funds.
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CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Due to updated prior year expenditures, an additional $36.9 million is allocated to the counties as
Performance Incentives in the current year.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

No County Performance Incentives will be provided in the budget year.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $422,144 $0
Federal 422,144 $0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Effect of EDD Wagner-Peyser Reimbursement

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the amount of the Wagner-Peyser funds provided by the State Employment
Development Department (EDD) to offset the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CAWORKS) Program. Asrequired in Assembly Bill 2580 (Chapter 1025, Statutes of 1985), 50 percent of
the available federal Wagner-Peyser funds are directed to provide for job services required for CdlWORK s
Program activities.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

Thisisan ongoing premise, based on an annual appropriation.

METHODOLOGY:
Funding amounts are identified and provided by EDD.

FUNDING:

EDD receives the federal funds for this program and transfers a portion to the California Department of
Social Services (CDSS) as a funding source for the ClWORK s Program. The availability of these federal
funds reduces CDSS' cost of the CalWORK s Program.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $2,735 $2,735
Federa 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 2,735 2,735
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Welfare-to-Work Overlap

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the federal Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and State Genera
Fund (GF) savings for the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CaWORKS) Program
asaresult of the funding overlap for employment services provided through the Welfare-to-Work (WtW)
federa grant. The federal Balanced Budget Act of 1997, Public Law 105-33, authorizesthe U. S.
Department of Labor (DOL) to provide WtW grants to states and local communities to create additional
job opportunities for the hardest to employ recipients of TANF Program benefits. The federal statute
generally defines the “hard to employ” as recipients on welfare more than 30 months who are the most
difficult to serve because of lack of education, substance abuse problems, or poor work history. Thejob
creation activities include wage subsidies, on-the-job training, job placement, noncustodial parents
services and post-employment services.

In Federal Fiscal Year 1999, the federal government expanded the WtW Grant criteriato increase the list
of eligible activities, add new participant eligibility categories (e.g. noncustodial parents and former foster
care children), and to remove the more restrictive eligibility criteria. These changes became effective July
1, 2000, for the WtW match funds.

The Employment Development Department (EDD) is the single state agency responsible for receipt of the
WItW grant. EDD submitted its state plan to DOL in March 1998, and upon the plan’s approval by DOL,
EDD had 30 days to allocate 85 percent of the federal funds on aformula basis to the 52 private industry
councilsto train and place welfare clientsin jobs. The remaining 15 percent was retained for use in other
WItW projects.

Californiareceived atotal of $367 million of federal WtW formula grant funds from DOL ($190 million in
the first year and $177 million in the second year) for employment services. These grants are required to
be matched on a 2:1, federal:state, basis. Use of funds within the ClWORK s Program asamatch is
permitted as long as the match is expended on eligible recipients under the WtW definitions.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» For Fiscal Years (FYs) 2002-03 and 2003-04, EDD provided expenditure projections of $28 million
and $27 million, respectively, of WtW federal 85 percent formula grant funds designated for local
assistance.

» For FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04, EDD provided casel oad data through December 2002 that was used
to determine aratio of 66 percent and 70 percent respectively of CalWORK s recipients to total WtW
federal grant recipientsfor individual Local Workforce Investment Areas.

METHODOLOGY:

» For FYs2002-03 and 2003-04, EDD’ s projected statewide expenditures were multiplied by 66 percent
and 70 percent respectively to determine the WtW federal grant funds that will be expended for
CaWORK s participants.

* Thetwo-parent expenditure ratio of five percent for was applied to the overlap amountsto determine
the State portion of the overlap for FY's 2002-03 and 2003-04.
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FUNDING:

In FY s 2002-03 and 2003-04, the State Genera Fund (GF) share reflects savings for the State-Only Two-
Parent Program, which is countable toward the State’ s maintenance of effort requirement, and the federal
TANF share reflects the cost for al other families receiving employment services.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The decrease in savings is due to the updated actual expenditure data provided by EDD. The budget year
reflects revised sharing ratios for the nonfederal share of costs as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State
and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The net increase in savingsin the budget year is the result of a slightly higher overlap percentage of WtW
federal grant fund expenditures. The change in GF expendituresin the budget year reflects revised sharing
ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total -$18,585 -$19,184
Federa -17,656 -12,757
State -929 -671
County 0 -5,756
Reimbursements 0 0
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Welfare-to-Work Match Overlap

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the savings to the State General Fund (GF) and the federal Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF) fund for the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CAWORKS) Program, as a result of the funding overlap for employment services provided through the GF
match to the Welfare-to-Work (WtW) federal grant. The federal Balanced Budget Act of 1997, Public Law
105-33, authorizes the U. S. Department of Labor (DOL) to provide WtW grants to states and local
communities to create additional job opportunities for the hardest to employ recipients of TANF Program
benefits. The federal statute generally defines the “hard to employ” as recipients on welfare more than 30
months who are the most difficult to serve because of lack of education, substance abuse problems, or poor
work history. The job creation activities include wage subsidies, on-the-job training, job placement,
noncustodial parents’ services and post-employment services.

In Federal Fiscal Year 1999, the federal government expanded the WtW grant criteriato increase the list of
eligible activities, add new participant eligibility categories (e.g. noncustodial parents and former foster
care children), and to remove the more restrictive eligibility criteria. These changes became effective July
1, 2000, for the WtW match funds.

The Employment Development Department (EDD) is the single state agency responsible for receipt of the
WItW grant. EDD submitted its state plan to DOL in March 1998, and upon the plan’s approval by DOL,
EDD had 30 days to allocate 85 percent of the federal funds on aformula basis to the 52 private industry
councilsto train and place welfare clientsin jobs. The remaining 15 percent was retained for use in other
WItW projects.

Californiareceived atotal of $367 million of federal WtW formula grant funds from DOL ($190 million in
the first year and $177 million in the second year) for employment services. These grants are required to
be matched on a 2:1, federal:state, basis. Use of funds within the ClWORK s Program asamatch is
permitted as long as the match is expended on eligible recipients under the WtW definitions.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1999.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
e Thereisno GF match for Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03.

e For FY 2003-04, the state WtW match expenditures for CalWORK s will be $70.9 million.

» For FY 2003-04, 100 percent of the projected statewide match will be expended for Ca WORK s
participants.

METHODOLOGY:
* For FY 2003-04, 100 percent of the projected statewide match will be counted as overlap savings.

» Thetwo-parent expenditure ratio of five percent for FY 2003-04 was applied to the overlap amount to
determine the state portion of the overlap.
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FUNDING:

The GF share reflects the savings for the State-Only Two-Parent Program, which is countable toward the
State’ s maintenance of effort requirement and the remaining federal TANF share reflects the cost for all
other families receiving employment services.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change reflects the update in actual expenditures. The change in GF expenditures in the budget year
reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The remainder of the WtW match requirement is to be spent in the BY .

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $0 -$70,877
Federal 0 -47,133
State 0 -2,481
County 0 -21,263
Reimbursements 0 0
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TANF Pass-Through for State Agencies

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost to provide Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program block
grant funds to other state agencies that provide employment and educational servicesto California Work
Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CaWORKS) Welfare To Work (WTW) Program participants.

These state agencies are the California Community Colleges (CCC), the California Department of
Education (CDE), the Child Development Policy Advisory Committee (CDPAC), the California
Department of Health Services (DHS), and California Department of Child Support Services (DCSS).

The Chancellor’ s Office of the California Community Colleges (COCCC) pass-through is for the purpose
of reimbursing COCCC for the federal share of costs of educational services provided to participants of the
Welfare to Work (WtW) Program. The California Department of Education (CDE) pass-through is for the
purpose of reimbursing CDE for the federal share of costs of average daily attendance (ADA) hours,
including WtW/CaWORK s hours, that exceed each school district’s cap. The CDPAC isresponsible for
assisting the CDE in preparing the State plan for child development programs, and reviewing the
effectiveness of child care and development programs and the need for children’s servicesin California.
The DCSS pass-through is for the evaluation of the Child Support Assurance Demonstration Project for
San Francisco.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise implemented on July 1, 1992. Beginning in Fiscal Year (FY) 1997-98, these contracts were
funded under TANF rather than with Title IV-F funds.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

The contracted amounts of TANF funds provided to other agencies are:

FY 2002-03 FY 2003-04
CCC- $ 8.39 million CCC- $ 8.39 million
CDE - $ 9.98 million CDE - $ 9.98 million

CDPAC- $ 0.11 million CDPAC- $ 0.00 million
DHS- $20.00 million DHS- $20.00 million
DCSS - $ 0.00 million DCSS - $ 0.32 million

METHODOLOGY:

CDSS entered into interagency agreements that specify the amounts of TANF funds to be transferred from
CDSS to the contracting departments.

FUNDING:

The CCC and CDE pass-through are funded with 89 percent TANF and 11 percent State General Fund
(GF). The remaining contracts are funded with 100 percent TANF.
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CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The budget year was increased as the result of the DHS pass-through.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The increase in budget year isthe net result of the increased pass-through to DHS and DCSS and decreased
pass-through to CDPAC. The budget year reflects an 11 percent shift to GF to fund the two-parent families
served in these programs.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $38,487 $38,695
Federal 36,466 36,674
State 2,021 2,021
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Employment Retention and Advancement Services Grant

DESCRIPTION:

This premise provides the counties of Los Angeles (LA) and Riverside with budget authority to access
funds from the federal Employment Retention and Advancement Services (ERAS) grant. The California
Department of Social Services applied for the ERAS grant on behalf of these counties. These grant funds
will be used primarily for county personnel to travel to and from Washington, D.C. The funds may also be
used for salaries, wages, and benefits.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

* InFisca Years (FYs) 2002-03 and 2003-04, LA and Riverside counties will be in the evaluation phase
of their programs.

* Countiesin the evaluation phase will receive $100,000 annually for five years.

* FY 2002-03 reflects a carry forward of $59,000 in unspent funds from the prior year for LA County.

FUNDING:
The evaluation phase is 100 percent federally funded.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The decrease reflects the lower projected budget year expenditures for LA County.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)

2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $259 $200
Federal 259 200
State 0 0

County
Reimbursement 0 0
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Cal Learn
DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost of providing intensive case management, supportive services, and fiscal
incentives and disincentives to eligible teen recipients who are pregnant or parenting and participating in
the Cal Learn Program. The Cal Learn Program was authorized by Senate Bill (SB) 35 (Chapter 69,
Statutes of 1993) and SB 1078 (Chapter 1252, Statutes of 1993). Assembly Bill 2772 (Chapter 902,
Statutes of 1998) changed the status of the Cal Learn Program from a five-year federal demonstration
project to a permanent program.

The program provides services to encourage teen parents to stay in high school or an equivalent program
and earn adiploma. Case management activities must meet the standards and scope of the Adolescent
Family Life Program. Those standards include case management activities such as arrangement and
management of supportive services, development and review of the report card schedule, exemption and
deferral recommendations, and recommendations for bonuses and sanctions.

This premise includes the identification of cases, initial informing notices, and referrals to orientation.
Also included is the administrative time to process the supportive services payment and the county
mandated activities performed by the county welfare department. Those required activities include the
final determination of deferrals, exemptions, bonuses and sanctions, good cause determinations and
activities associated with fair hearings.

Effective March 31, 1999, the federal waivers for the Cal Learn Program expired. Without the waiver
authority, the sanctioned Cal Learn Teen Parents are not Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) Program-€ligible. This sanctioned caseload is funded with State General Fund (GF).

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on April 1, 1994.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11331.7.

* InFisca Year (FY) 2002-03, the following key data/assumptions were used for Bonuses and
Sanctioned grant costs:

¢ Theedstimate for FY 2002-03 assumes that 8,977 of the California Work Opportunity and
Responsihility to Kids (CalWORKSs) Program caseload are pregnant or parenting teensin the Cal
Learn Program. This caseload is based on the actual Cal Learn caseload as reported for January
through December 2002 on the monthly Stat 45 Reports. The Cal Learn Recent Noncitizen
Entrants grant costs are displayed in a separate premise.

¢ The sanctioned caseload of 391 for FY 2002-03 represents 4.36 percent of the projected Cal Learn
caseload. Thisisbased on the actual sanctioned caseload compared to the total Cal Learn caseload
as reported on the monthly Stat 45 Reports for January through December 2002.

¢ Theincentives are a $100 bonus per report card period for satisfactory progress and a $500 bonus
upon graduation. The disincentive is a $100 sanction per report card period for failure to submit a
report card or to make adequate progress.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

¢

The sanctioned grant cost is $448 per month. These rates are based on the Maximum Aid Payment
for an Assistance Unit with two people minus the $100 sanction.

The Cal Learn participants' success rate for the $100 bonusis 5.5 percent, the rate for the $500
bonusis 1.1 percent, and the rate for the $100 sanction is 6.8 percent. The rates are based on the
actual January through December 2002 caseload as reported on the Stat 45 Reports.

* InFY 2002-03, the cost of the services provided in the Cal Learn Program is held at the Budget Act of
2002 Appropriation level. The following key data/assumptions were used:

¢

The estimate assumes that 9,246 of the CalWORK s Program casel oad are pregnant or parenting
teensin the Cal Learn Program. This estimate is based on applying a low growth regression to the
actual Cal Learn caseload as reported for June through November 2001 on the monthly Stat 45
Reports. The Cal Learn Recent Noncitizen Entrants grant costs are displayed in a separate
premise.

The case management cost was calculated at $2,547 per case per year for all activities performed
by the case manager. Therateisbased on actual Calendar Y ear 2001 case management
expenditures divided by the total Cal Learn caseload adjusted to reflect a 3.3 percent cost increase
for each year. The 3.3 percent increase is based on the actual increase from Calendar Y ear 2000 to
Calendar Y ear 2001.

The hourly €eligibility worker (EW) cost is $57.18.

The estimate assumes that 17.1 percent of the total Cal Learn caseload will utilize transportation
services at a cost of $47.83 per month per participant. The utilization rate is based on the
December 2000 to November 2001 casel oad as reported on the Stat 45 Reports. The cost is based
on the December 2000 to November 2001 county transportation expenditure claims.

The estimate assumes that three percent of the total Cal Learn caseload will utilize ancillary
services at a cost of $66.28 per month per participant. The utilization rate is based on the
December 2000 to November 2001 casel oad as reported on the Stat 45 Reports. The cost is based
on the December 2000 to November 2001 county ancillary expenditure claims.

The State-only caseload of 439 represents 4.1 percent of thetotal Cal Learn caseload. Thisis
based on the December 2000 to November 2001 caseload as reported in the Stat 45 Reports.

The recent noncitizen entrants caseload of 145 represents 1.2 percent of the total Cal Learn
caseload. Thisisbased on the December 2000 to November 2001 casel oad as reported on the Stat
45 Reports.

Subsidized child careis available for Cal Learn participants attending high school. Please refer to
the “CaWORKs Child Care - Stage One Services and Administration” premise for the
assumptions and methodology used to devel op the estimate.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):
In FY 2003-04, the cost of the Cal Learn Program used the following key data/assumptions:

¢

The estimate assumes that 8,424 of the CalWORK s Program caseload are pregnant or parenting
teensin the Cal Learn Program. This caseload is based on applying alinear regression to the
actual Cal Learn caseload as reported for July 2001 through December 2002 on the monthly Stat
45 Reports and projected through June 2004. The Cal Learn Recent Noncitizen Entrants grant
costs are displayed in a separate premise.

The sanctioned caseload of 367 represents 4.36 percent of the projected Cal Learn caseload. This
is based on the actual sanctioned casel oad compared to the total Cal Learn caseload as reported on
the monthly Stat 45 Reports from January through December 2002.

The case management cost was calculated at $2,194 per case per year for all activities performed
by the case manager. Therateisbased on actual FY 2001-02 case management expenditures
divided by the total Cal Learn caseload.

The hourly EW cost is $57.57.

The incentives are a $100 bonus per report card period for satisfactory progress and a $500 bonus
upon graduation. The disincentiveis a $100 sanction per report card period for failure to submit a
report card or to make adequate progress.

The sanctioned grant cost is $448 per month. These rates are based on the Maximum Aid Payment
for an Assistance Unit with two people minus the $100 sanction.

The estimate assumes that 16.5 percent of the total Cal Learn caseload will utilize transportation
services at a cost of $34.03 per month per participant. The utilization rate is based on the January
through December 2002 caseload as reported on the Stat 45 Reports. The cost is based on the
January through December 2002 county transportation expenditure claims.

The estimate assumes that 2.7 percent of the total Cal Learn caseload will utilize ancillary services
at a cost of $54.08 per month per participant. The utilization rate is based on the January through
December 2002 caseload as reported on the Stat 45 Reports. The cost is based on the January
through December 2002 county ancillary expenditure claims.

The estimate assumes that the Cal Learn participants’ success rate for the $100 bonusis 5.5
percent, the rate for the $500 bonusis 1.1 percent, and the rate for the $100 sanction is 6.8 percent.
The rates are based on the actual January through December 2002 casel oad as reported on the Stat
45 Reports.

The State-only caseload of 367 represents 4.36 percent of the projected Cal Learn caseload. This
is based on the actual State-only caseload compared to the total Cal Learn caseload as reported on
the monthly Stat 45 Reports from January through December 2002.

The recent noncitizen entrants caseload of 126 represents 1.5 percent of the projected Cal Learn
caseload. Thisisbased on the actual recent noncitizen entrants casel oad compared to the total Cal
Learn caseload as reported on the monthly Stat 45 Reports from January through December 2002.

Subsidized child careis available for Cal Learn participants attending high school. Please refer to
the “CaWORKSs Child Care - Stage One Services and Administration” premise for the
assumptions and methodology used to devel op the estimate.
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Cal Learn

METHODOLOGY:

»  For FYs 2002-03 and 2003-04, the case management cost was multiplied by the projected Cal Learn
caseload for each fiscal year to determine the annual cost.

*  The EW cost per hour was multiplied by the average monthly Cal Learn caseload, and then multiplied
by 12 months to determine the annual county administration cost.

» Thetransportation cost per case was multiplied by the transportation utilization rate of the average
monthly Cal Learn caseload, and then multiplied by 12 months to determine the annual cost in the
current year and budget year.

* Theancillary service cost per case was multiplied by the ancillary utilization rate of the average
monthly Cal Learn caseload, and then multiplied by 12 months to determine the annual cost in the
current year and the budget year.

» The bonuses and sanctioned grant percentages and costs per case were each multiplied by the total
caseload.

* The State-only (sanctioned) rate was multiplied by the total caseload.
»  Therecent noncitizen casel oad rate was multiplied by the total caseload.

FUNDING:

Cadl Learn costs are 100 percent TANF, except for the grants and services for the sanctioned casel oad,
which is 100 percent GF and is countable toward the TANF maintenance of effort requirement.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The caseload, utilization rates and costs were adjusted to reflect the most current actual caseload and costs.
The budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and L ocal
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The decrease in FY 2003-04 services funding reflects a decrease in the Cal Learn caseload. The changein
GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State
and Local Realignment.

CASELOAD: 2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly 8,977 8,424
Caseload
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Cal Learn
EXPENDITURES
(in000's) 2002-03 2003-04
Bonuses and Bonuses and
Sanctioned Sanctioned
Services Grants Services Grants
Totd $31,204 $4,446 $25,192 $4,175
Federal 29,553 1,167 16,661 766
State 1,651 3,279 1,025 2,156
County 0 0 7,506 1,253
Reimbursements 0 0 0 0

1 The recent noncitizen entrants costs are a subset of these expenditures and are displayed in the “ Recent
Noncitizen Entrants’ premise.

85



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

This page left intentionally

blank for spacing

86



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Youth Development Services Project

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects funding provided for the California Alliance of Boys and Girls Clubsto expand the
implementation of a youth prevention program called the Skills Mastery and Resistance Training Program
(SMART Moves). Authorized by the Budget Act of 2002, the purpose of the SMART Moves Programiis
to prevent child and youth delinquency (i.e., substance abuse, criminal activities, and early sexual
behavior) by increasing awareness about the consequences of such behaviors and by fostering protective
factors through leadership training, skills building, and effective communication training.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2001.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: The Budget Act of 2002.

» A total of $1.5 million will be distributed to approximately 100 local community-based organizations
in each year.

METHODOLOGY:
A total of $1.5 million will be available to fund the project in Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03 and FY 2003-04.

FUNDING:
The project is funded with 100 percent Temporary Assistance for Needy Families funds.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in000's)
CalWORK s Services 2002-03 2003-04
Services Services
Tota $1,500 $1,500
Federal 1,500 1,500
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursement 0 0
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TANF/CalWORKs Administrative Costs — Basic

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the administrative costs for the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF)/California Work Opportunity and Responsibility for Kids (CalWORKS) Program. Basic
administrative costs reflect county welfare department (CWD) budget requests as modified by a cost
containment system consistent with Welfare and Institutions Code (W& IC) section 14154. Effective with
Fiscal Year (FY) 1994-95, the budget for county administration is based on the CWDs' anticipated actual
expenditures. The projection of actual expenditures is described as basic costs.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise is an annual appropriation.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

* Authorizing statute: W& IC section 14154.

* Theadministrative savings for Direct Deposit have been rolled into basic.

* The staff development costs are based on the most current actual expenditures.

*  No cost-of-doing-business adjustment was done because of lower revenues and other demands on the
available State General Fund (GF).

METHODOLOGY:

» TheFY 2002-03 estimate is adjusted to reflect funding shift changes due to updated Two-Parent State-
Only percentage and updated Tribal TANF savings.

* TheFY 2003-04 estimate has been adjusted for the Recent Noncitizen Entrants’ percentage, caseload,
savings associated with Tribal TANF, and atechnical adjustment to EDP costs.

FUNDING:
Unit Costs 2002-03 2003-04

Eligibility Worker Cost per Hour
TANF/CadWORKSs $57.57 $57.57

The State share (9.59 percent for FY 2002-03, and 9.9 percent for FY 2003-04) reflects the cost for the
State-Only Two-Parent Program that implemented October 1, 1999. The State-Only Two-Parent Program
is countable toward the State’ s maintenance of effort requirement. The federal TANF share reflects the
administrative costs for the CalWORK s Program.

Note: Only in FY 2002-03, W& IC section 15204.4 requires a M OE from the counties based on expenditures
during FY 1996-97. Please reference the “County MOE Adjustment” premise.
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TANF/CalWORKs Administrative Costs — Basic

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The FY 2002-03 estimate was adjusted to reflect changes in the State Only Two-Parent Program shift. The
FY 2003-04 estimate was adjusted to reflect an additional contract cost, atechnical adjustment to EDP
costs and updated Tribal TANF savings. The change in TANF/GF expenditures for the budget year
reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The adjustment is due to casel oad changes, updated EDP costs and updated Tribal TANF savings. The
TANF/GF reduction in the budget year reflects inclusion of this premisein the proposed FY 2003-04 State
and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $632,212 $645,057
Federal 570,641 413,517
State 61,571 39,211
County 0 192,329
Reimbursements 0 0
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Fraud Recovery Incentives

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the incentive payments made annually to counties for the detection of fraud.
Assembly Bill (AB) 1542 (Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997) provided that each county shall receive 25
percent of the actual share of savings, including federal funds under the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) Program block grant, resulting from the detection of fraud. AB 444 (Chapter 1022,
Statutes of 2002) provides that each county shall receive 12.5 percent of the actual amount of aid repaid or
recovered by a county resulting from the detection of fraud. These savings/recoveries have been defined as
the amounts collected on client-caused (non-administrative error) overpayments. County incentives paid
with TANF monies must be used for purposes prescribed under the federal Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-193).

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
e Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11486(j).

» The Fraud Bureau estimates that client-caused overpayments represent 71 percent of all collections.
* Thetotal overpayment collections were $81.5 million for Fiscal Year (FY) 2001-02.
e Thetotal overpayment collections statewide is estimated at $86.7 million for FY 2002-03.

» Based on the amount of overpayment collections, incentive payments are made annually to the counties
inarrears.

» Effectivein FY 2002-03, state funds have been eliminated from this premise due to lower revenues and
other demands on the available State General Fund.

» Effective with the passage of AB 444, the counties will receive 12.5 percent of the savings.

METHODOLOGY:

The county incentive payment is the product of the total collections multiplied by the TANF share of
collections (97.5 percent), multiplied by the percentage of client-caused errors (71 percent), and multiplied
by the county incentive (12.5 percent).

FUNDING:
The costs are 100 percent TANF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The estimate was updated using the most recent actual data.
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Fraud Recovery Incentives

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year reflects an increase in projected overpayment collections.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)

2002-03 2003-04

ITEM 101 - TANF County Admin. County Admin.

Total $7,056 $7,507

Federa 7,056 7,507

State 0 0

County 0 0

Reimbursements 0 0
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TANF and NAFS Programs — PA to NA Fund Shift

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects an allocation of costs to Food Stamp (FS) administration for FS recipients receiving
Cdlifornia Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) benefits. Eligibility and ongoing
costs for FS recipients that receive CalWORK s are charged as ClWORK s administrative costs. The
federal share of administrative costs for food stamp activities for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
Program cases is funded by the United States Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service
(USDA-FNS).

The Department of Health and Human Services Division of Cost Allocation directed the California
Department of Social Services to distribute costs for the eligibility determination activity among the
benefiting programs. The methodology devel ops ratios based upon CaWORK's and Public Assistance
Food Stamp (PAFS) casel oad and administrative expenditure data to determine the portion of the
Eligibility, Case Management, and Program Integrity activity costs in CalWORK s that benefit the FS
Program. The PAFS allocation for common intake costsis also included in the cost shift.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented in March of 1984.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Theédligibility worker intake administrative costs are divided equally among CaWORKSs, PAFS and
Medi-Cal. The PAFS share of the common intake costs is $35,447 in Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-04.

»  County worker costs for Eligibility, Case Management and Program Integrity activities are claimed to
Programs Caodes (PC) 614, 663, and 618, respectively, on the county expense claim.

» Theratio of administrative costs for PCs 614, 663 and 618 to the total administrative costs 0.6572 in
the budget year based on the July 2000 through June 2001 expenditures.

» Theratio of PAFSto the ClWORKSs caseload is 0.6627 in the budget year based on the average ratio
for the July 2001 through June 2002 period.

* Thefund shift for FY 2002-03 is being held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.

METHODOLOGY:

The budget year CalWORK s continuing case costs were multiplied by 0.6572 to determine the value of the
PAFS/CalWORK s shared administrative costs. The shared administrative costs were multiplied by 0.6627
and the result was divided in half (50 percent CalWORKSs and 50 percent PAFS) to determine the PAFS
share. The PAFS share of the common intake costs was then added to determine the total fund shift.

FUNDING:

Non-Assistance FS costs are shared 50 percent federal funds (USDA-FNS), 35 percent State General Fund,
and 15 percent county. The CalWORK s costs shifted are 100 percent federal fundsin the current year and
70 percent federal and 30 percent county funds in the budget year.
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TANF and NAFS Programs — PA to NA Fund Shift

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The costs were updated for actuals. The budget year reflects revised sharing ratios for the CdlWORKSs
program and excludes the Food Stamp Program from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year reflects an increase in funds shifting from CalWORK s Administration to Food Stamps
Administration due to an increase in CalWORK s administrative costs. The changein TANF/MOE
expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios for the CalWORK s Program due to the
proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)

2002-03 2003-04
ITEM 101 - TANF County Admin. County Admin.
Total -$172,358 -$176,208
Federal -172,358 -123,346
State 0 0
County 0 -52,862
Reimbursements 0 0

ITEM 141 —
Food Stamps 2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $172,358 $176,208
Federal 86,179 88,104
State 60,325 61,673
County 25,854 26,431
Reimbursements 0 0
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CalWORKs Administrative Cap Adjustment

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects an adjustment to ensure that California does not exceed the required 15 percent
administrative cap on expenditures. Public Law 104-193, which created the Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF) Program, specifiesthat a 15 percent cap be placed on the administrative
expenditures charged to the available TANF grant and counted towards the State’ s maintenance of effort
(MOE) requirement. Final federal regulations for the TANF Program, effective October 1, 1999, define
administrative costs subject to the 15 percent cap much broader than the State’s previous interpretation of
the federa legidation. This may subject the State to a penalty for misuse of TANF funds and reduce
allowable MOE expenditures.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on October 1, 1999.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: 45 Code of Federal Regulations sections 263.0 and 263.13.

* Theadministrative cap is applied on a statewide basis rather than county specific.

» Activities considered administrative include eligibility determinations, administrative costs incurred by
contractors, automation costs not related to tracking and monitoring of TANF requirements, and costs
of fraud and abuse units.

METHODOLOGY:

The associated costs were developed as follows:

Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03

* TheFY 2002-03 estimate has been held to the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.

FY 2003-04

» TheFY 2003-04 estimate has been recal culated based on updated expenditure information.

FUNDING:
The administrative cap adjustment consists of a shift from federal funds to the State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The estimate was recal culated based on updated expenditure information.
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CalWORKs Administrative Cap Adjustment

The estimate was recal culated based on updated expenditure information.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)

Total
Federal
State
County

Reimbursements

2002-03
County Admin.

$0
-110,000
110,000
0

0

2003-04
County Admin.

$0
-72,500
72,500
0

0
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Jail Reporting System

DESCRIPTION:

The Jail Reporting System (JRS) reflects the grant savings and administrative costs associated with
denying aid to individuals who are no longer eligible due to being incarcerated for over 30 daysin acity,
county, or city and county-operated jail, remainsin place. Senate Bill 1556 (Chapter 205, Statutes of 1996)
required the reporting of incarcerated individualsto federal, state and local agencies that administer public
benefits for which incarceration affects eligibility. The California Department of Social Services (CDSS)
isrequired to provide reimbursement for each unduplicated name to the local agency that provides the
names of individuals incarcerated over 30 days.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
The JRS implemented on July 1, 1997.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code commencing with section 10985.

» Based on actual data provided by the Fraud Bureau from July 2001 through June 2002, the average
monthly number of names provided by jailersis 16,635. This does not include known aliases.

» Based on July through December 2001 DFA 266 reports and the number of names provided by the
counties, the jailers will be paid $0.54 per each unduplicated name provided during Fiscal Year (FY)
2002-03.

» Thegrant savings and administrative costs for JRS have been rolled into the CdWORKs and FS
programs’ basic costs, but continue to be estimated in order to cal cul ate the reimbursement rate for
names paid to thejailers.

» The administrative costs currently budgeted are for the payment per name made to the jailers.

METHODOLOGY:

»  The per name payment level to thejailersfor FY 2002-03 is calculated by dividing the FY 2001-02
estimated net savings of $95,558 by the projected annual number of names provided (177,418) in FY
2001-02. Thisresultsin aper name cost of $0.54 in FY 2002-03.

» Thetotal cost of namesis $107,795 in FY 2002-03 (199,620 names multiplied by $0.54 per name) and
prorated between benefiting programs based on the estimated percentage of individuals that will lose
eigibility (CAWORKSs: 55.92 percent; and Food Stamps: 44.08 percent, based on the July 2001
through June 2002 DFA 266 reports).

» FY 2003-04 assumes the same level of namesto be reported by jailers. The cost will remain at $0.54
per name.

FUNDING:
The cost for payment of namesis 100 percent State General Fund.
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Jail Reporting System

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 101 -TANF 2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $60 $60
Federal 0 0
State 60 60
County
Reimbursements
ITEM 141 - Food 2002-03 2003-04
Stamp Admin.
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $48 $48
Federal 0 0
State 43 48
County
Reimbursements
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Court Cases
DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects both settlement costs and attorney fees relating to the Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF), Foster Care (FC), Food Stamp, and Adoption Assistance Programs (AAP). The
costs result from the settlement of lawsuits related to local assistance in accordance with Budget L etter 93-
11, and instructions from the Department of Finance.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

Item 101 — TANF Administration

» A total of $680,000 isbudgeted in Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03 for attorney fees associated with six
specific TANF cases expected to be resolved in the current year (CY).

* Anadditional $100,000 is budgeted in FY 2002-03 for the attorney fees associated with small court
cases.

» For FY 2003-04, $650,000 is budgeted for the attorney fees associated with three TANF cases
expected to be resolved in the budget year (BY).

* Anadditional $100,000 is budgeted in FY 2003-04 for the attorney fees associated with small court
Ccases.

Item 141 — FC, AAP, and Food Stamp Administration
* For FY 2002-03, $445,000 is budgeted for attorney fees and settlement costs associated with small

court cases.

* For FY 2003-04, $293,000 is budgeted for attorney fees and settlement costs associated with small
court cases.

METHODOLOGY:

Item 101 — TANF Administration
The estimate is based on projected attorney fees and miscellaneous writs to be paid inthe CY and BY .
Item 141 — FC, AAP, and Food Stamp Administration

The estimate is based on projected attorney fees, settlement costs and miscellaneous writs to be paid in the
CY and BY.

FUNDING:
Item 101 —TANF Administration

The funding is 100 percent TANF.
Item 141 — FC, AAP, and Food Stamp Administration

Attorney fees associated with federally-eligible cases are shared 50 percent federal and 50 percent state.
Attorney fees associated with nonfederally-eligible cases are funded 100 percent State General Fund. Court
settlement costs are shared at the same ratios as the respective programs (i.e. AAP and AFDC-FC).

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

This premise has been updated for actual expenditures.
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Court Cases

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The CY attorney fees and costs do not recur in the BY.

EXPENDITURES:
(in000's)
ITEM 101 - 2002-03 2003-04
TANF Administration County Admin. County Admin.
Total $780 $750
Federal 780 750
State
County
Reimbursements
ITEM 141 - 2002-03 2003-04
FC, AAP, and Food
Stamp Administration County Admin. County Admin.
Total $445 $293
Federal 107 108
State 265 158
County 73 27
Reimbursements 0 0
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Medi-Cal Services Eligibility / Common Costs

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the savings associated with shifting eligibility costs from the California Work
Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CaWORKS) Program to the Medi-Cal Program. The Medi-Cal
Services Eligibility program was authorized by Welfare and Institutions Code section 14154 which
mandates the California Department of Social Servicesto instruct counties to modify the eligibility
determination process so that eligibility for Medi-Cal is determined prior to eligibility for the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

The Department of Health and Human Services, Division of Cost Allocation, has indicated that the cost for
eligibility determination activity should be distributed among the benefiting programs (Ca WORKSs, Food
Stamps, and Medi-Cal). For FY 2003-04, the methodol ogy to determine the Common Cost has been
revised to include the actual Medi-Cal share of the Common Cost in the calculation.

METHODOLOGY:

Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03

* TheFY 2002-03 estimate is being held to the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.
FY 2003-04

* The estimate was determined by using the projected Medi-Cal share of FY 2001-02 Initial Eligibility
Determination expenditures, which resulted in savings to CalWORKs and a cost to Medi-Cal. This
savingsis compared to the actual FY 2001-02 CalWORK s administrative expenditures, and aratio is
calculated which represents the impact of the common cost to the ClWORK s Eligibility Program.
Thisratio was then applied to the FY 2003-04 projected CalWORK's county administrative cost.

FUNDING:

The State General Fund (GF) share (9.9 percent for FY 2002-03 and for FY 2003-04) reflects the cost for
the State-Only Two-Parent Program which was implemented October 1, 1999. The State-Only Two-Parent
Program is countable toward the State’ s maintenance of effort requirement. The federal TANF share
reflects the administrative costs for the Medi-Cal Services Eligibility.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change in TANF/GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the
proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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Medi-Cal Services Eligibility / Common Costs

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The methodology to determine the Common Cost has been revised to include the actual Medi-Cal share of
the common cost in the calculation. The cost is updated to reflect the most current actual expenditures and
is distributed among the benefiting programs (CalWORKSs, Food Stamps, and Medi-Cal). The TANF/GF

reduction in the budget year reflects inclusion of this premisein the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local
Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000's)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota -$27,962 -$35,447
Federal -25,093 -22,356
State -2,869 -2,457
County 0 -10,634
Reimbursements 0 0
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Research and Evaluation

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs to develop aresearch design to ensure a thorough evaluation of the direct
and indirect effects of the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CaWORKS) Program.
The research and evaluation was authorized by Welfare and Institutions Code (W& 1C) sections 11520
through 11521.7. An independent evaluator or evaluators shall conduct the statewide evaluation. The
outcomes derived from these evaluations will be provided through discrete reports issued at regular
intervals and will include information regarding process, impacts, and analyses of the costs and benefits of
the CalWORK s Program.

The California Department of Socia Services will ensure that county demonstration projects and other
innovative county approaches to CalWORK s Program implementation are rigorously evaluated and that the
findings are reported to the Legislature in atimely fashion. The evaluation of a county-specific program
shall be developed in conjunction with the county and other appropriate agencies responsible for the local
program.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1997.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: W& I1C sections 11520 through 11521.7.

* Assembly Bill 1542 (Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997) mandated the evaluation of the statewide
CaWORK s Program and county demonstration projects such as school attendance, monthly change
reporting, etc.

METHODOLOGY:
Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03

The FY 2002-03 estimate is being held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.
FY 2003-04
The FY 2003-04 estimate is being held at the current year level.

FUNDING:

The State share (11 percent) reflects the cost for the State-Only Two-Parent Program that implemented
Octaober 1, 1999. The State-Only Two-Parent Program is countabl e toward the State’ s maintenance of
effort requirement. The federal TANF share (89 percent) reflects the cost for al other research and
evaluation projects.
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Research and Evaluation

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $6,572 $6,572
Federal 5,849 5,849
State 723 723
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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County Maintenance of Effort Adjustment

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs counties are required to expend from their general funds or from the social
services account of the County Health and Welfare Trust Fund to support administration of programs
providing services to needy families, and the administration of food stamps. Welfare and Institutions Code
(W&IC) section 15204.4 authorized the county maintenance of effort (MOE).

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1997.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Authorizing statute: W& IC section 15204.4.

» Theindividua county requirement for spending will be equal to that amount which was expended by
the county for comparative activities during Fiscal Year (FY) 1996-97. Failure to meet thisrequired

level will result in a proportionate reduction in funds provided as part of the California Work
Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids Program single allocation.

METHODOLOGY:

* Thisadministrative estimate is determined using actual county expenditure datafrom FY 1996-97
compared to the estimated cost in FY s 2002-03 and 2003-04. The programs inclusive for this
expenditure data are asfollows: Temporary Assistance for Needy Families; Non-Assistance Food
Stamps; Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN); Cal Learn, Health & Safety (for child care);
Transitional Child Care Administration; and Non-GAIN Education & Training Program.

» TheFY 1996-97 actual county expenditures are $140,540,757. This amount represents the county
M OE requirement.

FUNDING:
Thisisashift from federal to county funds.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The amount shifted changed in the current year due to changes in the county share of the Food Stamp (FS)
Program.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no County MOE Adjustment in the budget year as aresult of the proposed FY 2003-04 State and
Local Realignment.
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County Maintenance of Effort Adjustment

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $0 $0
Federal -63,609 0
State 0 0
County 63,609 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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CalWORKSs Child Care -
Stage One Services and Administration

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost for Stage One Child Care to the California Work Opportunity and
Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) Program single-parent families who are newly working or beginning
participation in awork activity while on aid, two-parent families who are participating in approved
CaWORKs activities, former CalWORK s recipients who are unable to transfer to Stage Two or Three due
to lack of available dots, and to eligible teen parents participating in the Cal Learn Program. Child care
services are available to CalWORK s families with children under 13 years of age.

Assembly Bill 1542 (Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997) authorized CalWORK s Stage One Child Care. Child
care services for Cal Learn participants were authorized by Senate Bill (SB) 35 (Chapter 69, Statutes of
1993) and SB 1078 (Chapter 1252, Statutes of 1993).

The CaWORK s Child Care Program is administered in three stages. Stage One is funded through the
Cdlifornia Department of Social Services (CDSS). Stage Two is funded through California Department of
Education (CDE). Stage Two servesindividuals determined to be in a more stable situation, either working
or participating in awork activity while on aid, and participants transitioning off aid due to increased
employment. Stage Threeis aso funded through CDE and serves participants who have been off aid for
two years and the working poor.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 10553, 10554, and 11331.7.

* InFisca Year (FY) 2002-03, the cost of providing CaWORK s child care per child used the following
key data/assumptions:

¢ Theprojected caseload is based on aregression analysis and logarithmic projection based on actual
caseload reported on the CW115 and CW115A reports from April 1998 to December 2002;

¢ Themonthly cost of providing CWORKSs child care is $533 per child based on child care
expenditures and casel oad from Calendar Y ear 2002 reported on the county expense claims and the
CW115 and CW115A reports,

¢ The CAWORKSs child care administrative ratio is ten percent, based on actual administrative
expenditures compared to service expenditures from Calendar Y ear 2002;

¢ Actual county expenditures for Fiscal Year (FY) 2001-02 were used to estimate child care capacity
building costs of $7.5 million;

¢ Thechild care costs for the two-parent families separate state program is nine percent of the total
Stage One based on expenditure data from Calendar Y ear 2002;

¢ Themonthly cost of Cal Learn Child Care per child of $261 per family is based on child care
expenditures and casel oad data from FY 2001-02 reported on the county expense claims, CW115,
and CW115A reports;
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CalWORKSs Child Care -
Stage One Services and Administration

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

¢

The Cal Learn child care administrative ratio of 34 percent is based on the actual administrative
expenditures for FY 2001-02;

In FY 2002-03, the child care costs for the recent noncitizen entrants were based on actual
expenditures from July 2001 through June 2002. Those expenditures were approximately 1.5
percent of the total Stage One Child Care expenditures;

In the current year, the Budget Act of 2002 provides that atotal of $20.0 million of Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) funds may be transferred to Title XX for child care: $10
million for CDSS' Stage One Child Care Program and $10 million for CDE’s child care programs,
in order to broaden access to Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) benefits for low-
income children in proprietary child care centers. The transfers are contingent upon the results of
CDE’s pilot program which began in FY 2000-01 and require Department of Finance approval;

In April 2003, transfers to Stage Two were suspended. The projected average monthly children
entering Stage Two is 5,545 based on actual caseload data as reported by CDE from September
2002 through December 2002;

Due to movement into Stage Two being suspended in the current year, it is projected that 5,545
children will back up into Stage One in May and an additional 5,545 children will back up in June;
and,

The cost of this backup in Stage One in the current year includes a cost per child of $543 and
administrative ratio of 10 percent;

e InFY 2003-04, the cost of providing CalWORK s child care per child used the following key
data/assumptions:

¢

The projected monthly casel oad was based on a regression analysis and logarithmic projection
based on actual caseload reported on the CW115 and CW 115A reports from April 1998 to
December 2002;

The monthly cost of CalWORK s child careis $562 per child based on child care expenditures and
caseload from Calendar Y ear 2002 as reported on the county expense claims, and the CW115, and
CW115A reports and a 3.48 percent increase based on the Central Necessities Index (CNI);

The CAWORKSs child care administrative ratio of 10 percent, is based on the actual administrative
expenditures compared to service expenditures for Calendar Y ear 2002;

The child care capacity building costs are the same as in the current year, $7.5 million;

The child care costs for the two-parent families separate state program is nine percent based on
Stage One expenditures from Calendar Y ear 2002;

The monthly cost of Cal Learn Child Care is $275 per child based on child care expenditures and
caseload utilizing child care from FY 2001-02 reported on the county expense claims, CW115, and
CW115A reports and the CNI adjustment of 3.48 percent;
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CalWORKs Child Care —
Stage One Services and Administration

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

¢ TheCa Learn Child Care administrative ratio of 34 percent based on the actual administrative
expenditures for FY 2001-02;

¢ InFY 2003-04, the child care costs for the recent noncitizen entrants were based on actual
expenditures from Calendar Y ear 2002. Those expenditures were approximately one percent of the
total Stage One Child Care expenditures; and,

¢ Inthebudget year, it is assumed that the same $10 million TANF to Title XX transfer will occur
for Stage One.

METHODOLOGY:

The Stage One Child Care services costs are cal culated by multiplying the casel oad by the cost per
child.

The Stage One Child Care administrative costs are calculated by multiplying the services costs by the
administrative ratio.

Thetotal Stage One Child Care costs are calculated by adding the services costs to the administrative
and capacity building costs.

The Stage One two-parent child care costs are calculated by multiplying the total Stage One child care
costs by nine percent. Those funds are then shifted to State General Fund (GF).

The Stage One and Cal Learn estimates are reduced 1.5 percent and 1.0 percent in FY 2002-03 and FY
2003-04, respectively, for Recent Noncitizen Entrants. Refer to that premise description for more
information.

The Cal Learn Child Care services costs are cal culated by multiplying the casel oad by the cost per
child.

The Cal Learn Child Care administrative costs are calculated by multiplying the services costs by the
administrative ratio. The Cal Learn Child Care cost is calculated by adding the services costs to the
administrative costs.

The State-Only Cal Learn Child Care was reduced by nine percent based on the Sanctioned Cal Learn
Caseload receiving Cal Learn Services.

Thetotal Stage One Child Care cost in FY 2003-04 is reduced by approximately $27.6 million and held
in the Stage One/Stage Two Holdback. Thisamount is based on five percent of the total Stage One
estimated need.

In FY 2002-03, the Stage One Child Care costsisincreased by $10.0 million for the backup of Stage
Two children in Stage One.

FUNDING:

Stage One Child Care for single parentsis funded with 100 percent TANF. Child care for two-parent
familiesis funded with 100 percent GF, which is countable toward the State's TANF maintenance of effort
requirement.
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CalWORKs Child Care —
Stage One Services and Administration

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The premise was updated using the most recent actual dataincluding the actual expenditures for the recent
noncitizen entrants and the State-Only Cal Learn Child Care costs. In addition, it reflects the back-up of
Stage Two children in Stage One during the current year.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The increase in budget year is anet result of the decreased casel oad and increased administrative ratio, and
an increased cost per case, with a 3.48 percent CNI increase.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly Children Average Monthly Children
Adult Parent 80,035 81,582
Cadl Learn 933 896
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000's) 2002-03 2003-04
Services County Admin. Services County Admin.
Total $493,692 $59,844 $522,242 $60,353
Federal 449,076 55,198 475,497 55,678
State 44,616 4,646 46,745 4,675
County 0 0 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0 0 0
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Los Angeles Retroactive Payments

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the savings associated with the discontinuance of retroactive child care paymentsin
Los Angeles (LA) County provided by anew provider 30 days beyond the first day of services. Starting
July 1, 2002, California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) applicants and
recipients receiving Stage One Child Care will sign a notice acknowledging they have been informed of the
availability of child care while they are working or participating in a Welfare to Work activity. Clients will
receive this notice at application and when aWelfare to Work plan is signed.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Thecost per child for LA for Fiscal Y ear 2001-02 with retroactive payments included was $712.00.

* Thecost per child for LA for July 2002 through December 2002 with the implementation of retroactive
payment provisions was $621.00.

e The casemonthsfor LA from July 2002 through December 2002 was 112,927.

e Itisassumed that LA will achieve additional savings of $1.7 million per month with the full
implementation of retroactive payment provisions beginning in May 2003 in the current year and
continuing in the budget year.

METHODOLOGY:

* Thesavings per child per month of $91.00 was developed by taking the difference in the cost per child
of $712 and $621.

» The casemonths for the first half of the current year is 112,927.

» The savings per month was multiplied by the casemonths for arealized savings of $10.3 million for the
first half of the current year. The savings was then doubled to reflect the anticipated savingsin the
second half of the current year.

e Inaddition, starting in May 2003 of the current year a graduated percentage of $1.7 million will be
saved each month due to additional restrictions associated with retroactive payments. The graduated
percentage that beginsin current year continues to increase at one-twel fth throughout the budget year
until $1.7 million is saved each month beginning April 2004.

FUNDING:
The savingsin this premiseis reflected as 100 percent TANF.
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Los Angeles Retroactive Payments

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The decreased savingsin current year isthe result of updated actual savings information for LA County.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year reflects a full-year impact of the savings.

EXPENDITURES:
(in000's)

Totd

Federal

State

County
Reimbursements

2002-03

-$20,978

-20,978
0
0
0

2003-04

-$34,425

-34,425
0
0
0
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Stage One Child Care Reforms

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the savings associated with the reforms made to California s subsidized child care
system. California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) participants that are
receiving CalWORK s Stage One and Stage Two child care will be affected by these reforms. These
reforms include changesin Regional Market Rate (RMR) regulations, RMR Ceilings, Grandfathered
Families, Age Eligibility, and Family Fees.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
Legidation to implement the reforms will be introduced in 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

* New regiona market rate (RMR) regulations will be implemented that will lower the level at which
providers can be reimbursed absent documentation that they serve unsubsidized families. Exempt
providers will be limited to the 60" percentile and licensed providers will be limited to the 65"
percentile of the RMR. Other changes include simplifying the RMR rate categories, providing
statewide consistency on how child care providers are reimbursed under the RMR, prohibiting hourly
rates for full-time care and providing the evening/weekend premium rate only to licensed providers.

»  Thereimbursement rates will change for providers that serve both subsidized and unsubsidized
families from approximately the 93 percentile to the 80™ percentile of the RMR.

»  Serviceswill be eliminated for 13-year old children and families whose income is above 75 percent of
SMI and who receive child care services because they were grandfathered into the current systemin
1998.

»  Family feesfor subsidized child care will begin when the family’ sincomeis at 40 percent of the SMI,
increase on a dliding scale for higher incomes, and will be capped at 10 percent of family income per
federal guidance.

» Thetotal savingsto Stage Oneis $56.4 million as a result of the regulations and reimbursement rate
changes.

* Thetotal savingsto Stage Two is $47.6 million as aresult of the regulations and reimbursement rate
changes, the elimination of the grandfathered families and 13 year olds, and the family fee increases.
That savingsis reflected in the “ Transfer to CDE for Stage Two” premise.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated savings are based on statistical modeling techniques that incorporated the administration’s
reform proposals.

FUNDING:
This premise reflects 100 percent TANF savings.
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Stage One Child Care Reforms

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thisisanew premise.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thisisanew premise.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)

Total

Federal
State
County
Reimbursements

2002-03
$0

O O O ©o

2003-04

-$56,200

-56,200
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State-Only Cal Learn Child Care
DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs of providing child care services to sanctioned teen parents participating in
the Cal Learn Program. The Cal Learn Program, including child care services, was authorized by Senate
Bill (SB) 35 (Chapter 69, Statutes of 1993) and SB 1078 (Chapter 1252, Statutes of 1993). Assembly Bill
2772 (Chapter 902, Statutes of 1998) changed the status of the Cal Learn Program from afive-year federal
demonstration project to a permanent program.

Federal law (Public Law 104-193) prohibits the use of Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF)
funds to teen parents who do not participate in school or another approved activity. Cal Learn teen parents
who do not attend school, do not turn in areport card or receive poor grades are subject to a $100 sanction.
Because the Cal Learn Program operated under afive-year federal waiver as a California Work Pays
Demonstration Project, the program was not affected by the federal rules. However, effective March 31,
1999, the federal waiversfor the Cal Learn Program expired. In order to provide support services to
sanctioned teens, the cost for the State-Only Cal Learn Child Care Program is funded with State General
Fund (GF).

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on April 1, 1999.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11331.7.

*  The percentage of sanctioned teensfor Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03 is nine percent based on the State-
Only Cal Learn Child Care expenditures from FY 2001-02 as reported on the county expense claims.

»  The percentage of sanctioned teens for FY 2003-04 is 10 percent based on the State-Only Cal Learn
Child Care expenditures from Calendar Y ear 2002 as reported on the county expense claims.

* Refer to the “ Stage One Services and Administration” premise for more information regarding the Cal
Learn Child Care estimate.

METHODOLOGY:

The nine percent sanction rate was applied to the total Cal Learn Child Care cost to determine the State-
Only Cal Learn Child Care need.

FUNDING:

This premise is funded with 100 percent GF and is countable toward the State’' s maintenance of effort
(MOE) under the TANF federal requirements.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The State-Only Cal Learn Child Care costs were updated to reflect the most recent expenditure data.
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The decrease in the budget year is the net result of adecrease in caseload, a decrease in cost per child, an
increase in the administrative percentage, and a 3.48 percent cost-of-doing-business adjustment based on
the California Necessities Index adjustment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)

Total
Federal
State
County

Reimbursements

2002-03
County Admin.
$521

0

521

0

0

2003-04
County Admin.
$396

0

396

0

0

116



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Child Care — Trustline

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for providing a state-mandated registration program that includes
fingerprinting of certain child care providers and applicants as well as searching the California Criminal
History System and the California Child Abuse Central Index. The Trustline Program was authorized by
Assembly Bill (AB) 2053 (Chapter 898, Statutes of 1994), AB 2560 (Chapter 1268, Statutes of 1994), and
AB 1542 (Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997). Senate Bill (SB) 933 (Chapter 311, Statutes of 1998) mandated
that a second set of fingerprintsis required to search the records of the Federal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI). Inaddition, SB 933 required fingerprint and search requirements to be funded for certain fee-
exempt providers. AB 1659 (Chapter 881, Statutes of 1999) added certain categories of licensed fee-
exempt providers for FBI background checks.

Trustline registration is required for child care providersin Stage One Child Care compensated by the
California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) Program. This premise also
includes the reimbursement cost for processing applications referred by the California Department of
Education (CDE) and licensed fee-exempt providers.

The Community Care Licensing Division (CCLD) is responsible for processing the applications pursuant
to AB 753 (Chapter 843, Statutes of 1997). CCLD contracts with the Department of Justice (DOJ) and the
California Child Care Resource and Referral Network to process the fingerprint and index search file
activities. Additionally, CCLD contracts with Sylvan/ldentix, a private vendor, for the Live Scan
fingerprinting. The Live Scan fingerprint processis an electronic technology that transfers images of
fingerprints and personal information to the DOJ in a matter of seconds.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

Initial program implementation was September 1, 1995. Implementation for the second set of fingerprints,
asrequired by SB 933, was January 1, 1999.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11324.

* Providersfor CalWORKs participants who are currently licensed, or who are an aunt, uncle or
grandparent of the child, are exempt from Trustline requirements. In addition, providers whose
services are used less than 30 days are not required to register in Trustline.

» The Trustline applications for voluntary applicants are included in this premise because the California
Department of Socia Services (CDSS) isrequired to reimburse the DOJ for these costs. Payments
from the voluntary applicants are reflected as State General Fund (GF) revenue.

* InFisca Years (FYs) 2002-03 and 2003-04, the cost of providing for the Trustline for CDSS, CDE,
and voluntary applicants is based the following key data and assumptions:

» The projected number of Trustline applicationsin both the current year (CY) and budget year (BY) for
CDE and voluntary (10,948) was based on aregression analysis using the number of applications for
Trustline fingerprinting from March 2001 through February 2003 and a linear projection through June
2004. The CDSS application data (17,992) was based on aregression analysis from March 2002 to
February 2003 and a linear projection through June 2004. The projected casel oad was then multiplied
by 12 months.
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Child Care — Trustline

KEY DATA ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

*  The manual-to-automated fingerprinting ratio of 75:25 was based on historical data and applied to the
voluntary casel oad.

*  The county administration cost per case is $142 based on actual county expenditures divided by the
number of DOJ applications for January through December 2002.

 Thefeesfor the contracted services are as follows:

FY 2002-03 FY 2003-04
DOJ Fingerprinting/criminal history file® $32 $32
DOJ Cardscan Fee* $10 $10
DOJ Child Abuse Index Check * $24 $24
CCR&R Agency $25 $25
Sylvan/ldentix Live Scan $16 $16
CDSS Administrative Costs? $18 $18

! - The $10 Cardscan Fee is not charged for the cases utilizing Live Scan. The voluntary applicants
utilizing Live Scan are not charged any of the DOJ costs.

% - The voluntary applicants are charged the $18 CDSS administrative costs to process applications
utilizing manual fingerprinting and Live Scan.

METHODOLOGY:

» Thecost of each contract was calculated by multiplying the projected number of Trustline applications
by the cost per activity.

»  The county administration cost was cal culated by multiplying the projected number of CDSS Trustline
applications by the county administration cost per case.

« Thetotal contract amounts are as follows:

FY 2002-03 FY 2003-04
DOJ $2,254,478 $2,058,291
CCR&R Agency $ 723,500 $ 723,500
Sylvan/Identix Live Scan $ 264,788 $ 264,788
CDSS Administrative Costs $ 23,256 $ 23,256
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FUNDING:

The State share reflects the percent of two-parent families utilizing child care. The State-Only Two-Parent
Program is countable toward the State’s maintenance of effort requirement. The federal Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families Program share reflects the cost for all other families.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The budget year decrease reflects updated application data through February 2003.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly 1,499 1,499
CDSS Trustline Caseload
Average Monthly 805 805
CDE Trustline Caseload
Average Monthly 108 108
Voluntary Trustline
Caseload
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $5,821 $5,625
Federal 4,479 4,293
State 342 332
County 0 0
Reimbursements 1,000 1,000
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Self-Certification

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the administrative costs associated with assuring that license-exempt child care
providers self-certify that they meet the minimum health and safety standards required by Assembly Bill
(AB) 2053 (Chapter 898, Statutes of 1994), AB 2560 (Chapter 1268, Statutes of 1994), and AB 1542
(Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997). Effective October 1, 1998, license-exempt providers must also meet the
following minimum standards: the prevention and control of infectious diseases, building and physical
premises standards, and minimum health and safety training appropriate to the provider setting. License-
exempt child care providers who are aunts, uncles, and grandparents are excluded from these requirements.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on October 1, 1996.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11324.

* InFiscal Years 2002-03 and 2003-04, the projected cost of self-certification is based on the following
key data and assumptions:

¢ The projected number of Trustline applications (17,992) for the California Department of Social
Servicesis based on alinear trend projection using the number of applications for Trustline
fingerprinting from March 2002 through February 2003; and,

¢ The statewide cost of self-certification ($99) is based on Calendar Y ear 2002 actual county
expenditures divided by total Trustline applications processed from January to December 2002.

METHODOLOGY:

The administrative costs for notification of new recipients were developed utilizing the average statewide
cost of self-certification multiplied by the total number of Trustline fingerprinting applications.

FUNDING:

The State share reflects the percentage of two-parent families utilizing child care. The State-Only Two-
Parent Program is countable toward the State’ s maintenance of effort requirement. The federal Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families Program share reflects the cost for all other families.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The costs have been updated to reflect projected casel oad and expenditure data.
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Self-Certification

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Annua 17,992 17,992
Caseload
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $1,781 $1,781
Federal 1,683 1,683
State 98 98
County
Reimbursements
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CalWORKs Child Care Fund
Transfer to CDE for Stage Two as CCDBG

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the amount of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program funds
transferred to the Child Care and Devel opment block grant (CCDBG) for Stage Two. The transfer of
TANF funds is authorized by the annual Budget Act. The California Work Opportunity and Responsibility
to Kids (CaWORKSs) Child Care Program is authorized by Assembly Bill 1542 (Chapter 270, Statutes of
1997).

The CaWORK s Child Care Program is administered in two stages. Stage One is funded through the
Cdlifornia Department of Social Services (CDSS). Stage Two is funded through the California Department
of Education (CDE) and servesindividuals determined to be in a more stable situation, either working or
participating in awork activity while on aid, and participants transitioning off aid due to increased
employment.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 10553 and 10554.

» Thetransfer of TANF fundsto the CCDBG funds will be completed by CDSS and will represent an
increase to the total amount of CCDBG funds available for Cal WORK s Child Care.

* InFisca Year (FYs) 2002-03 and 2003-04, the projected caseload was based on aregression analysis
and logarithmic projection based on actual caseload reported to CDE from April 2000 to December
2002.

* InFY 2002-03, the monthly cost per child for Stage Two Child Care is $448 and was based on child
care expenditures and caseload reported to CDE from July 2001 through December 2001.

e InFY 2003-04, the monthly cost per child for Stage Two Child Care is $466 and was based on
Calendar Y ear 2002 expenditures and casel oad, multiplied by a 3.48 percent increase based on the
Central Necessities Index.

* Theadministrativeratio is 20 percent for FY's 2002-03 and 2003-04. Theratio isthe comparison
between administrative expenditures and service costs from Calendar Y ear 2002.

» Theannual family fee offset of 1.0 percent for FY's 2002-03 and 2003-04 is based on the ratio of family
fees and expenditures reported to CDE from Calendar Y ear 2002.

» The Stage Two Child Care cost for FY 2003-04 was reduced by approximately $33.9 million based on
five percent of the total Stage Two estimated need.

* InFY 2002-03, the estimated need for Stage Two was reduced by $21.9 million in savings associated
with CalWORK s participants reaching the CalWORK s 60-month time limit. Refer to the “60-Month
CaWORKs Time Limit” premise for more detailed information.
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CalWORKs Child Care Fund
Transfer to CDE for Stage Two as CCDBG

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

In FY 2003-04, the estimated need for Stage Two was reduced by $1.98 million in savings associated
with CalWORK s participants reaching the CalWORK s 60-month time limit. Refer to the “60-Month
CaWORKs Time Limit” premise for more detailed information.

In FY 2003-04, the estimated need was reduced by $47.6 million in savings associated with Child Care
Reform Savings. Refer to the “ Stage One Child Care Reforms’ premise for more detailed information.

The total Stage Two estimated need is $694.5 million in FY 2002-03, and $680.9 million in FY 2003-
04. Thisfunding would serve 108,760 children in FY 2002-03, and 104,749 children in FY 2003-04.
However, 3,449 fewer children will receive child care in FY 2002-03 due to their parents reaching the
CalWORK s time limit for a net number of 105,760 children. In FY 2003-04, 763 fewer children will
receive child care due to their parents reaching the CalWORK s time limit for a new number of 101,479
children.

CDE funds available for Stage Two Child Care are $302.3 million in FY 2002-03, and $62.4 million in
FY 2003-04.

In the current year, the Budget Act of 2002 provides that atotal of $20.0 million of TANF funds may
be transferred to Title XX for child care: $10 million for Stage One Child Care Program and $10
million for Stage Two Child Care Program, in order to broaden access to Child and Adult Care Food
Program benefits for low-income children in proprietary child care centers. Department of Finance
approval isrequired before the transfers can be made. In the budget year, it is assumed that the same
transfers will occur.

METHODOLOGY:

The services cost was cal culated by multiplying the caseload by the cost per case.
The administrative cost was calculated by multiplying the services cost by the administrative ratio.
The family fee was calculated by multiplying the services and administrative costs by one percent.

Thetotal Stage Two Child Care cost was calculated by adding the services cost to the administrative
cost and subtracting the family fees.

Thetotal Stage Two Child Care cost in FY 2003-04 was reduced by five percent for the Stage
One/Stage Two Holdback by $33.9 million and $1.98 million for the CalWORK s 60-month savings.
Refer to the “60-month CalWORK s Time Limit” premise for more information.

The transfer of TANF funds to CCDBG was calculated by subtracting CDE’ s available CCDBG and
Proposition 98 funding from the net Stage Two Child Care cost.

FUNDING:
Funds are 100 percent TANF transferred to the CCDBG.
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CalWORKs Child Care Fund
Transfer to CDE for Stage Two as CCDBG

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

This premise was updated using the most recent actual data.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease is anet result of an increased caseload; increased cost per case, the savings associated with
child care reforms and decreased savings associated with the CalWORK s 60-month time limit.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000's) 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant

Total $364,539 $539,635

Federal 364,539 539,635

State 0 0

County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Child Care
Stage One/Two Holdback

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the amount of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program funds
established in reserve to be used for Stage One and/or Stage Two California Work Opportunity and
Responsibility to Kids (CaWORKS) Program child care. The reserve of TANF funds is authorized by the
annual Budget Act. The CaWORKSs Child Care Program was authorized by Assembly Bill 1542 (Chapter
270, Statutes of 1997).

The CaWORK s Child Care Program is administered in three stages. Stage One is funded through the
Cdlifornia Department of Social Services. Stage Two is funded through the California Department of
Education (CDE) and serves individuals that the county welfare departments determine to be in amore
stable situation, either working or participating in awork activity while on aid, and participants
transitioning off aid due to increased employment. Stage Three is also funded through CDE and serves
participants that have been off aid for two years and the working poor.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 10553 and 10554.

e InFisca Year (FY) 2003-04, the total Stage One Child Care need is $553.5 million and the total Stage
Two Child Care need is $679.0 million.

» Atota of five percent from Stage One and Stage Two will be held in the reserve.

METHODOLOGY:
¢ InFY 2002-03, the holdback reflects a zero balance in the reserve.

* InFY 2003-04, five percent of Stage One ($27.7 million) and Stage Two ($33.9 million) are summed
for atotal holdback. No funding is reserved above the need in this premise.

FUNDING:

Funds are 100 percent TANF. TANF funds will be transferred from the reserve as needed for Stage One
Child Care. TANF fundswill be transferred from the reserve to the Child Care and Devel opment Block
Grant as needed for Stage Two Child Care.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The current year holdback was decreased by $59.8 million to meet the Stage One and Stage Two child care
need. The budget year was updated to reflect a holdback in Stage One and Stage Two.
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Stage One/Two Holdback

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The budget year increase reflects an increased need in the Stage One and Stage Two Child Care costs.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000's) 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $0 $61,627
Federal 0 61,627
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Juvenile Assessment/Treatment Facilities

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with benefits and services provided for children in county
juvenile assessment and residential treatment facilities. These payments are authorized under the
Comprehensive Y outh Services Act (CY SA) (Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997).

The Emergency Assistance (EA) Program provided federal funding for benefits and services granted to
children and families in emergency situations, with eligibility restricted to a single episode in any 12-month
period. Phasel of the EA Program was the implementation of a probation component, providing funds for
nonfederal foster care on behalf of wards and county juvenile assessment and residential treatment
facilities. Federa Action Transmittal ACF-AT-95-9 prohibited the use of EA funds for children removed
due to delinquent behavior as of January 1996, eliminating the probation component. However, the
implementation of the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant allows for the
provision of funds for children in county juvenile assessment and residential treatment facilities.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented in FY 1997-98.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 18220 through 18226.

»  Probation placement and administrative funds are based on actual expenditures for Federal Fiscal Year
(FFY) 1995. Thefundinglevel is not subject to increase based on additional claiming or caseload
changes.

» Administrative expenditures are limited to 15 percent of total grant costs.

METHODOLOGY:
Probation and administrative costs are level funded and based upon actual expenditures for FFY 1995.

FUNDING:
Funding is 100 percent TANF block grant funds.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.
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EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)

Total
Federa
State
County

Reimbursements

2002-03
Grant
$168,713
168,713
0

0

0

2003-04
Grant
$168,713
168,713
0

0

0
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Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) for
Probation Camps

DESCRIPTION:

The Budget Act of 1997 provided that $32.7 million in support of juvenile camps, forestry camps and
ranches, formerly funded with State General Fund (GF) through the California Y outh Authority (CYA), be
transferred to the California Department of Social Services for funding of probation placementsin such
facilities. These funds may be used for the costs of shelter care on behalf of children whose behavior
resultsin removal from the home and supervision by the probation department.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1997.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 18222 and 18223.

* The TANF funding level for this premise is consistent with the GF appropriation formerly contained
within the CY A budget (Item 5460-101-001) in support of the operation of county camps and ranches
during FY 1996-97. The funding level is not subject to increase based on additional claiming or
caseload changes.

FUNDING:
Funding is 100 percent TANF block grant funds.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s) 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant

Total $32,700 $32,700

Federal 32,700 32,700

State 0 0

County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Kinship Guardianship Assistance Payment Program

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs and savings associated with the Kinship Guardianship Assistance Payment
(Kin-GAP) Program. The Kin-GAP Program is authorized by Senate Bill (SB) 1901 (Chapter 1055,
Statutes of 1998) and modified by Assembly Bill (AB) 1111 (Chapter 147, Statutes of 1999).

The Kin-GAP Program is intended to enhance family preservation and stability by recognizing that many
children are in long-term, stable placements with relatives and that these placements are the permanent plan
for the child. Dependencies can be dismissed with legal guardianship granted to the relative, and thereis
no need for continued governmental intervention in the family life through ongoing, scheduled court and
social services supervision of the placement.

Under SB 1901, a dependent child who has been living with arelative for at |east twelve months may
receive asubsidy if the relative assumes guardianship and the dependency is dismissed. SB 1901 required
the Department to establish a Kin-GAP rate by July 1, 1999, in collaboration with the County Welfare
Directors Association, the California Partnership for Children, the California State Association of
Counties, and other key representatives as identified by the Department.

Pursuant to AB 1111, the rate paid on behalf of children eligible for a Kin-GAP payment shall equal 100
percent of the basic foster care rate for children placed in alicensed or approved home as specified at
subdivisions (a) to (d), of Welfare and Institutions Code (W& IC) section 11461. In addition, AB 1111
provided that when a child is living with a minor parent for whom a Kin-GAP payment is made, the
payment shall include an amount for the care and supervision of the child. AB 1111 also changed the
effective date of the Kin-GAP Program to January 1, 2000.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: W& 1C sections 11360 through 11375.

* TheKin-GAP rate equals 100 percent of the basic foster care rate for children placed in alicensed or
approved foster family home, as specified in AB 1111.

» Based on actua cases reported on the CA 800 KG (federal) and CA 800 KG (nonfederal), Summary
Report of Expenditures for the Kin-GAP Program, the caseload was 15,676 as of December 2002.

» Based on the most recent 11 months of actual data from the CA 237 KG report, 90.9 percent of Kin-
GAP cases will shift from the AFDC-Foster Care (AFDC-FC) Program and 9.1 percent will shift from
the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) Program.

o A State-Only Kin-GAP Program is available for those cases that are not eligible for CalWORK s but
would be eligible for the Kin-GAP Program. Based on the casel oad reported on the CA 800 KG,
nonfederal cases represent an insignificant percentage of the total casel oad.

» Theaverage Kin-GAP grant payments are based on actual expenditures and cases reported on the CA
800 KG during the first six months of Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03 and the last six months of FY 2001-
02. The average federal Kin-GAP grant payment is $482.95 for the budget year (BY). The average
nonfederal Kin-GAP grant payment is $534.48.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

Effective January 1, 2002, the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) portion of the Kin-
GAP rate was standardized at $323 in order to simplify the county claiming process.

FC grant savings are based on the average Kin-GAP grant payment of $477.01 (combined federal and
state-only grants) in the current year (CY) and $483.03 (combined federal and state-only grant) in the
BY. CaWORKSs grant savings are based on the standardized monthly rate of $323.00.

Child Welfare Services (CWS) administrative savings of $319 per permanent placement case each
month will be realized as aresult of cases exiting the AFDC-FC and CalWORKSs programs. In
addition, eligibility worker savings of $57.12 per case per month will be realized as a result of cases
exiting the FC Program.

CaWORK s administrative savings of $42.75 per case per month will be realized as aresult of cases
exiting the CalWORK s Program.

It is assumed that AFDC-FC and CalWORK s savings will only be realized on the new cases that exit
these programs and enter the Kin-GAP Program after December 2002. The savings from cases exiting
prior to January 2003 are reflected in AFDC-FC and CalWORK s caseload trends and basic
expenditures. The savings to the CWS Program reflect the savings for cases exiting after October
2002. The savings for cases exiting prior to November 2002 are reflected in the CWS casel oad trend
and basic expenditures.

The ongoing county administrative functions for the Kin-GAP Program parallel those of the Adoption
Assistance Program, while initial eligibility and annual redetermination costs are similar to those
incurred in the CalWORK s Program.

Kin-GAP Program administrative costs are estimated to be $12.71 per case per month plus an initial
eligibility cost of $202.54. An annual redetermination cost of $202.54 isincurred in subsequent years.

State and county expenditures associated with all cases are considered to be eligible for the State’s
TANF maintenance of effort requirement

This estimate assumes no Title IV-E funding.

METHODOLOGY:

To estimate the cost of the Kin-GAP Program, the total number of projected casemonths is multiplied
by the average Kin-GAP rate. Kin-GAP administrative costs are calculated by multiplying the
projected casemonths by the monthly administrative cost per case. In addition, to account for initial
eligibility and annual redetermination activities, assuming each case would be subject to only one or
the other in any given year, theinitia eligibility/annual redetermination cost is multiplied by the
projected monthly average casel oad.

To estimate the FC Program savings, the projected number of casemonths avoided due to cases exiting
the FC Program is multiplied by the average foster care grant savings. CWS administrative savings are
calculated by applying the permanent placement cost per case to total casemonths avoided due to cases
exiting from the AFDC-FC and CalWORK s programs. FC administrative savings are calculated by
applying the eligibility worker cost per caseto total casemonths avoided by those cases shifting from
the AFDC-FC Program.
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METHODOLOGY (continued):

* Toestimate the CalWORK's Program savings, the projected number of casemonths avoided due to
cases exiting the ClWORK's Program is multiplied by the average CalWORK s grant savings.
CaWORK s administrative savings are calculated by multiplying the number of casemonths avoided by
the CalWORK s continuing cost per case.

FUNDING:

The Kin-GAP rate shall be paid utilizing the applicable regional per-child CalWORKSs grant from federal
funds received as part of the TANF block grant. The balance of Kin-GAP is paid with 50 percent state and
50 percent county funds. For State-Only Kin-GAP cases, grant and administrative costs are shared 50
percent state and 50 percent county. The grant savings in the CalWORK s Program are 97.5 percent TANF
and 2.5 percent county in the CY, and 70 percent TANF and 30 percent county inthe BY. The
CaWORK s administrative savings are 100 percent TANF inthe CY and 70 percent TANF and 30 percent
county inthe BY. FC Program, FC Administration and CWS Administrative savings are shared at the
same ratios as in their respective programs.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The CY and BY decrease in total costs reflects less caseload growth than estimated in the prior Subvention.
The decreased CY and BY savings to ClWORK's, AFDC-FC and CWS also reflect updated casel oads, and
only the savings for cases exiting the CalWORKs and AFDC-FC programs after December 2002 and the
CWS Program after October 2002. The change in GF expenditures for BY reflects revised sharing ratios
for the nonfederal share of costs of the ClWORK s and Foster Care premise items as aresult of the
proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease in the BY reflects continued growth in the Kin-GAP Program. The BY change reflects the
revised sharing ratios of the CWORK s and Foster Care premise items as aresult of the proposed 2003-04
State and Local Realignment.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly Caseload 12,717 15,807
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EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 101 - 2002-03 2003-04
Kin-GAP Program Costs Grant Grant
Total $72,793 $91,626
Federal 46,786 61,148
State 13,004 15,239
County 13,003 15,239
Reimbursements 0 0
ITEM 101 - 2002-03 2003-04

Kin-GAP Administration

County Admin.

County Admin.

Tota $4,802 $5,902

Federal 4,792 5,890

State 5 6

County 5 6

Reimbursements 0 0

ITEM 101 — 2002-03 2003-04
CalWORK s Savings Grant Grant
Tota -$324 -$1,469

Federal -316 -1,028

State 0 0

County -8 -441

Reimbursements 0 0

ITEM 101 - 2002-03 2003-04
Foster Care Savings Grant Grant
Tota -$4,778 -$21,944

Federal -1,520 -6,934

State -1,303 -3,002

County -1,955 -12,008

Reimbursements 0 0
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EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 101 — 2002-03 2003-04
CalWORKsAdmin Savings County Admin. County Admin.
Tota -$225 -$146
Federal -225 -102
State 0 0
County 0 -44
Reimbursements 0 0
ITEM 141 — 2002-03 2003-04
Foster Care Admin Savings County Admin. County Admin.
Tota -$572 -$2,594
Federal -286 -1,297
State -200 -649
County -86 -648
Reimbursements 0 0
ITEM 151 — 2002-03 2003-04
CWS Admin Savings County Admin. County Admin.
Tota -$11,154 -$21,354
Federal -5,577 -10,677
State -3,905 -5,339
County -1,672 -5,339
Reimbursements 0 0
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Title IV-E Child Support Collections

DESCRIPTION:
This premise reflects the estimated federal share of Foster Care (FC) child support collections that reduces
the federa (Title IV-E) share of FC expenditures by the California Department of Social Services (CDSS).

The Cadlifornia Department of Child Support Services (DCSS) is responsible for reimbursing CDSS with
the federal share of FC collections as reported to the federal government.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Itisassumed that 7.28 percent of the total assistance child support distributed collections are FC
collections and 56.40 percent of the FC share of collections are federally-eligible. Thisisbased on
updated actual collection data reported on the CS 800 Reports, Summary Reports of Child and Spousal
Support Payments for Fiscal Year 2001-02. Effective October 1, 2003, collections for children
formerly in foster care will be included in this estimate.

» Thelevel of federa financial participation (FFP) is based on the following Federal Medical Assistance
Percentage (FMAP) rates.

Effective Dates Rates

October 1, 2001 51.40%
October 1, 2002 50.00%
October 1, 2003 50.00%

METHODOLOGY:

The federal participation rate and FMAP are applied to the FC share of collections. For current year (CY)
and the first quarter of the budget year (BY), the Title IV-E share of collectionsis multiplied by the ratio of
FC collections for cases currently in foster care placement (53 percent) to all FC collectionsreceived in a
year. For thelast three quarters of BY, a 100 percent of the collections is applied to the estimate.

FUNDING:

The FC child support collections reduce the Title IV-E share of FC expenditures. The funding is shown as
an administrative cost pass-through in the DCSS' budget and as an expenditure reduction in the CDSS
budget under FC Net Payments.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The CY decrease reflects updated collections.
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REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY increase reflects additional collections for children formerly in foster care as well as projected
change in current collections.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota -$6,864 -$11,089
Federal -6,864 -11,089
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects expenditures associated with children eligible for foster care payments who are
placed in foster family homes (FFHS).

The federal Aid to Families with Dependent Children-Foster Care (AFDC-FC) Program provides funds for
out-of-home care on behalf of otherwise eligible children removed from the custody of a parent or guardian
asaresult of ajudicia order with requisite findings or a voluntary placement agreement. The State AFDC-
FC Program also provides out-of-home care on behalf of otherwise eligible children, including those who
are residing with anonrelated legal guardian, relinquished for the purposes of adoption, or placed pursuant
to the Indian Child Welfare Act.

FFHs provide 24-hour care and supervision in afamily environment for children who cannot live in their
own home. The FFHs have a capacity of six or less and are either homes licensed by state or county
community care licensing agencies or are approved homes of relatives or nonrelated legal guardians. FFH
reimbursement rates are based on the age of the child in placement and range from $425 to $597 per
month. A specialized care increment may be paid to a family home in addition to the basic rate on behal f
of an AFDC-FC child requiring specialized care because of health and/or behavioral problems. A clothing
allowance may also be paid in addition to the basic rate on behalf of an AFDC-FC eligible child.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11461.

» The caseload presumed to be eligible for federal and nonfederal FC Program benefitsis based on a six
month period, ending December 2002, as reported by the counties on the FC Caseload Movement and

Expenditures Report (CA 237 FC). Federal cases are projected to account for 76.5 percent of total
FFH placements, which is a decrease from the prior projection of 78.8 percent.

» Federal and nonfederal average grant computations utilized caseload and expenditure data reported by
the counties on the CA 237 FC during a 12 month period ending in December 2002. The projected
federal grant is $677.99, and the nonfederal grant is $780.06.

* The percentage of federally-eligible expendituresis based on actual county expenditure data.

» Thelevel of federa financial participation (FFP) is based on the following Federal Medical Assistance
Percentage (FMAP) rates:

Effective Dates Rates

October 1, 2001 51.40%
October 1, 2002 50.00%
October 1, 2003 50.00%

METHODOLOGY:

FFH basic costs are the product of projected federal and nonfederal casemonths and average grant, as
identified above.
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FUNDING:

Federal funding is provided by Title IV-E of the Social Security Act, with the amount of FFP based on the
FMAP for those cases meeting eligibility criteria. In the current year (CY), funding for the nonfederal
program and the nonfederal share of federal program costs is 40 percent State General Fund (GF) and 60
percent county. In the budget year (BY), nonfederal costs are 20 percent GF and 80 percent county funded.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The CY and BY decrease reflects alower caseload and a dightly higher average grant than projected in
November. TheBY reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY increase reflects continuing casel oad growth. The change in State General Fund expenditures for
the BY reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Loca Realignment.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly Caseload 46,252 47,014
Federal Caseload 35,364 35,947
Nonfederal Caseload 10,888 11,067
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000's) 2002-03 2003-04
FFH-Basic Costs Grant Grant
Tota $390,988 $396,057
Federa 124,387 125,144
State 106,640 54,183
County 159,961 216,730
Reimbursements 0 0
2002-03 2003-04
FFH-Federal Grant Grant
Tota $288,815 $292,461
Federa 124,387 125,144
State 65,771 33,464
County 98,657 133,853
Reimbursements 0 0
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EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000's) 2002-03 2003-04
FFH-Nonfederal Grant Grant

Tota $102,173 $103,596

Federal 0 0

State 40,869 20,719

County 61,304 82,877

Reimbursements 0 0
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Group Home — Basic Costs
DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with children eligible for foster care payments who are placed in
group homes (GHs).

The federal Aid to Families with Dependent Children-Foster Care (AFDC-FC) Program provides funds for
out-of-home care on behalf of otherwise eligible children removed from the custody of a parent or guardian
asaresult of ajudicia order with requisite findings or a voluntary placement agreement. The State AFDC-
FC Program also provides out-of-home care on behalf of otherwise eligible children, including those who
are residing with anonrelated legal guardian, relinquished for the purposes of adoption, or placed pursuant
to the Indian Child Welfare Act.

GHs are private, nonprofit, nondetention facilities that provide services in a group setting to children in
need of care and supervision. GHs are the most restrictive out-of-home placement alternative for children
in foster care, providing an option for children with significant emotional or behavioral problemswho
would otherwise require more restrictive environments. GH programs are reimbursed based on
classification levels within a standardized schedule of rates. The reimbursement for rate classification
levels (RCL) 1 through 14 ranges from $1,454 to $6,371 per month.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11462.

* The caseload presumed to be eligible for federal and nonfederal FC Program benefitsis based on a six
month period, ending December 2002, as reported by the counties on the FC Caseload Movement and
Expenditures Report (CA 237 FC). Federal cases are projected to account for 63.7 percent of total GH
placements, which is a slight increase from the prior Subvention projection of 62.7 percent.

» Federal and nonfederal average grant computations utilized caseload and expenditure data reported by
the counties on the CA 237 FC during the most recent six months. The projected federal grant is
$5,189.69, and the nonfederal grant is $5,270.30.

* The percentage of federally-eligible expendituresis based on actual county expenditure data.

» Thelevel of federa financial participation (FFP) is based on the following Federal Medical Assistance
Percentage (FMAP) rates:

Effective Dates Rates
October 1, 2001 51.40%
October 1, 2002 50.00%
October 1, 2003 50.00%

METHODOLOGY:

Basic costs are the product of federal and nonfederal casemonths and average grant, as identified above.
Adjustments are made to account for expenditures that are ineligible for FFP.

FUNDING:

Federal funding is provided by Title IV-E of the Social Security Act, with the amount of FFP based on the
FMAP, for those cases meeting eligibility criteria. In the current year (CY), funding for the nonfederal
program and the nonfederal share of federal program costs is 40 percent State General Fund (GF) and 60
percent county. In the budget year (BY), nonfederal costs are 20 percent GF and 80 percent county funded.
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CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The CY increase reflects a higher caseload and cost per case than projected in November. The BY
increase reflects a higher cost per case than projected in November. The BY reflects revised sharing ratios
as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Loca Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY increase reflects caseload growth. The change in State General Fund expenditures for the BY
reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly Caseload 11,544 11,931
Federal Caseload 7,358 7,605
Nonfederal Caseload 4,186 4,326
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000's) 2002-03 2003-04
GH —Basic Costs Grant Grant
Totad $722,990 $747,225
Federal 197,055 202,661
State 210,374 108,913
County 315,561 435,651
Reimbursements 0 0
GH —Federal
Tota $457,590 473,617
Federal 197,055 202,661
State 104,214 54,191
County 156,321 216,765
Reimbursements 0 0
GH — Nonfederal
Totd $265,400 273,608
Federal 0 0
State 106,160 54,722
County 159,240 218,886
Reimbursements 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with children eligible for foster care payments who are placed
with foster family agencies (FFAS).

The federal Aid to Families with Dependent Children-Foster Care (AFDC-FC) Program provides funds for
out-of-home care on behalf of otherwise eligible children removed from the custody of a parent or guardian
asaresult of ajudicial order with requisite findings or a voluntary placement agreement. The State AFDC-
FC Program also provides out-of-home care on behalf of otherwise eligible children, including those who
are residing with anonrelated legal guardian, relinquished for the purposes of adoption, or placed pursuant
to the Indian Child Welfare Act.

FFAs are nonprofit agencies licensed to recruit, certify, train and support foster parents for children
needing placement. FFAS primarily serve children who would otherwise require group home care. FFA
treatment rates are established by using a basic rate similar to the foster family home rate plus a set
increment for the specia needs of the child, an increment for social work activities, and a percentage for
administration, recruitment and training. FFA treatment rates are based on the age of the child in
placement and range from $1,589 to $1,844 per month. Reimbursement rates for FFASs participating in the
Intensive Treatment Foster Care Program are based on the level of services provided to the child and range
from $2,985 to $4,476. A clothing allowance may a so be paid in addition to the FFA rate for an AFDC-
FC-eligible child.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 11463 and 18358.3.

» The caseload presumed to be eligible for federal FC Program benefitsis based on data from a six
month period ending in December 2002, as reported by the counties on the FC Casel oad M ovement
and Expenditures Report (CA 237 FC). Federal cases are projected to account for 83.6 percent of total
FFA placements, which is a slight decrease from the prior subvention projection of 84.5 percent.

* Federal and nonfederal average grants are based on casel oad and expenditure data reported by the
counties on the CA 237 FC during the most recent 12-month period. The projected federal grant is
$1,768.98, and the nonfederal grant is $1,815.79.

» Approximately 90 children statewide receive services from FFAs participating in the Intensive
Treatment Foster Care Program.

* The percentage of federally-eligible expendituresis based on actual county expenditure data.

» Thelevel of federa financial participation (FFP) is based on the following Federal Medical Assistance
Percentage (FMAP) rates.

Effective Dates Rates

October 1, 2001 51.40%
October 1, 2002 50.00%
October 1, 2003 50.00%

METHODOLOGY:

Basic costs are the product of federal and nonfederal casemonths and average grant, as identified above.
Adjustments are made to account for expenditures that are ineligible for FFP.
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FUNDING:

Federal funding is provided by Title IV-E of the Social Security Act, with the amount of FFP based on the
FMAP, for those cases meeting eligibility criteria. In the current year, funding for the nonfederal program
and the nonfederal share of federal program costs is 40 percent State General Fund (GF) and 60 percent
county. Inthe budget year (BY), nonfederal costs are 20 percent GF and 80 percent county funded.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The increased costs reflect higher growth in caseload and slightly lower grants than projected in November.
The BY reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY reflects adjustments for caseload growth. The change in State General Fund expenditures for the
BY reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly Caseload 18,576 19,775
Federal Caseload 15,528 16,530
Nonfederal Caseload 3,048 3,245
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000's) 2002-03 2003-04
FFA —Basic Costs Grant Grant
Totd $393,909 $421,604
Federal 141,592 150,147
State 100,927 54,292
County 151,390 217,165
Reimbursements 0 0
FFA — Federal
Total $328,855 $350,891
Federal 141,592 150,146
State 74,905 40,149
County 112,358 160,596
Reimbursements 0 0
FFA —Nonfederal
Total $65,054 $70,712
Federal 0 0
State 26,022 14,143
County 39,032 56,569
Reimbursements 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the out-of-home board and care costs associated with children placed in accordance
with the Seriously Emotionally Disturbed (SED) Program. Assembly Bill (AB) 3632 (Chapter 1747,
Statutes of 1984) and AB 882 (Chapter 1274, Statutes of 1985) authorized the SED Program as a separate
out-of-home care component. Eligible participants are children designated as SED by the California
Department of Education (CDE).

Senate Bill 485 (Chapter 722, Statutes of 1992) modified the program by eliminating any California
Department of Social Services participation in funding “for profit” facilities, shifting responsibility for the
cost of children in those facilities to the CDE and local education agencies.

Payments may be made on behalf of SED children placed in privately operated residential facilities
licensed in accordance with the Community Care Facilities Act, and shall be based on foster care rates
established in accordance with Welfare and Institutions Code (W& 1C) sections 11460 to 11467, inclusive.
Most SED children are placed in group home psychiatric peer group Rate Classification Levels 12 through
14; however, some children are placed in foster family homes or foster family agencies. Asthereisno
court adjudication, these children are eligible only for nonfederal foster care program benefits.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1987.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: W& IC sections 18350-18356.

»  Casemonths are based on trend casel oad projections.

* Average grants are based on actual expenditure and caseload data for the most recent six months
ending in December 2002. The projected average grant for Los Angeles County is $4,801.02. The
projected average grant for the remaining counties is $6,318.30.

METHODOLOGY:

SED costs are the product of projected casemonths and the computed average grant. Program costs are the
aggregate of separate projections for Los Angeles County and the remaining 57 counties.

FUNDING:

In the current year (CY), SED costs are shared 40 percent State General Fund (GF) and 60 percent county
funds. Inthe budget year (BY), SED costs are 20 percent GF and 80 percent county funded.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The CY increase isthe net result of an increase to the average grant and a smaller casel oad than projected
in November. The BY reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local
Realignment.
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REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY estimate reflects adjustments for caseload growth. The change in State General Fund expenditures
for the BY reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly 1,373 1,478
Caseload
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $94,640 $102,216
Federal 0 0
State 37,856 20,444
County 56,784 81,772
Reimbursements 0 0
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Supplemental Clothing Allowance

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects expenditures associated with an augmentation of $100 per child to the existing
clothing allowance program for children placed in foster family homes (FFHS) or certified family homes of
foster family agencies (FFAS).

Currently, counties have the authority to provide a clothing allowance, in addition to the basic foster care
rate paid on behalf of eligible foster children. This premise reflects an augmentation to the current
program funding level, allowing for an annual supplemental clothing allowance of $100 per child with no
county share of costs.

Counties that currently have clothing alowance expenditures are expected to maintain their current level of
funding in the program. The additional state and federal funded clothing allowance is intended to
supplement not supplant current spending levels.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 11461(f)(4) and 11463(g).

» The statewide annual supplemental clothing allowance will be $100 per child.

» All FFH and FFA placements are digible for the clothing allowance. The average monthly projected
caseload is 64,828 for Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03, and 66,789 for FY 2003-04.

» All cases shifting to the Kin-GAP Program are presumed to receive the clothing allowance prior to
exiting foster care.

» Thelevel of federa financial participation (FFP) is based on the following Federal Medical Assistance
Percentage (FMAP) rates.

Effective Dates Rates

October 1, 2001 51.40%
October 1, 2002 50.00%
October 1, 2003 50.00%

METHODOLOGY:

Expenditures for the statewide supplemental clothing allowance are a product of the projected casemonths
and the $100 allowance.
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FUNDING:

Federal funding is provided by Title IV-E of the Social Security Act for those cases meeting eligibility
criteria, with the amount of FFP based on the FMAP rate. In the current year (CY), funding for the
nonfederal share of federal program costs and for those cases not meeting federal eigibility criteriais 100
percent State General Fund (GF). In the budget year (BY), nonfederal costs are 20 percent GF and 80
percent county funded.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The current estimate reflects a decline in the caseload and federal eligibility from November. The change
in GF expenditures for BY reflects revised sharing ratios for the nonfederal share of costs as aresult of the
proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY reflects aprojected increasein caseload. The change in State General Fund expenditures for the
BY reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000's) 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant

Tota $6,483 $6,679

Federal 2,562 2,624

State 3,921 811

County 0 3,244
Reimbursements 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the foster care (FC) savings associated with implementation of Assembly Bill 429
(Chapter 111, Statutes of 2001) which allows continued California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to
Kids (CaWORKS) Program services to needy parents while a child is absent from the home and receiving
Child Protective Services under specified circumstances. The savings result from the accelerated
reunification of some cases made possible by continued CalWORK s services for the parent, and the
successful reunification of some additional children who would not have reunified without the continued
CaWORKSs services.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Dueto adelay inimplementation, savings associated with this program did not begin until Fiscal Year
(FY) 2002-03.

e 19,296 cases are estimated to receive Family Reunification servicesin FY 2002-03.

* Thereare approximately 1,930 family reunification cases that would not otherwise reunify in the
current year (CY).

»  The success rate of parents who enter drug and alcohol treatment is 22 percent.

»  Of the cases that would not otherwise reunify, 301 are projected to reunify in CY due to the continued
CaWORKSs servicesto parents.

» Thegrant savingsis based on the combined average foster family home, foster family agency and
group home grant ($1645.32 for CY and $1656.58 for budget year (BY)).

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated savings are computed by multiplying the average FC grant by the projected casemonths for
additional reunifications.

FUNDING:

The federal FC funding is provided by Title IV-E of the Social Security Act, with the amount of federal
financial participation based on the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage for those cases meeting
eigibility criteria. Inthe CY, funding for the nonfederal program and the nonfederal share of federal
program costsis defined in statute at 40 percent State General Fund (GF) and 60 percent county. Inthe
BY, nonfedera FC costs are 20 percent GF and 80 percent county funded.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The decrease in projected CY and BY savings from November is the result of the accelerated reunification
of cases already being reflected in the basic foster care trends. The BY reflects revised sharing ratios as a
result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY increase reflects afull-year of savings for children who would not have otherwise reunified with
their families. The change in GF savings reflects the revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed
2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:
(in000's) 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota -$863 -$2,981
Federal -278 -961
State -234 -404
County -351 -1,616
Reimbursements 0 0
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Title IV-E Reduction

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the anticipated current year State General Fund (GF) cost of a partial federal
disallowance and deferral of Title IV-E Foster Care (FC) claims, and reductionsin Title IV-E advance
paymentsto the State. The federal Department of Health and Human Services has been reducing the
Cdlifornia Department of Social Service's (CDSS) claims and advance requests for the four quarters
starting March 2002 and ending December 2002 because of concerns that some relative FC providers were
not approved in accordance with federal Adoptions and Safe Families Act (ASFA) requirements. Effective
Octaober 1, 2000, federal rulesrequire that approved relative and licensed nonrelative FC homes meet the
same health and safety standards. GF will be necessary to make up for any reductionsin federal funding
for the period through December 31, 2002. Any counties not in compliance with ASFA requirements by
that date are accountable for related costs.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

e Itisassumed that only the four quarters starting with March 2002 and ending with December 2002 will
have GF costs associated will federal reductions.

e CDSS continues to work with federal staff to reduce the total of Title IV-E funds withheld, but
assumes aliability of $13.4 million for each of the four quartersin question.

METHODOLOGY:

Thetotal GF cost is determined by summing the estimated liability for each of the four quarters effected by
federal reductions.

FUNDING:
This premise is funded with 100 percent GF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thisisanew premise.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thisisanew premise.
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EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Total $0 $0
Federal -53,600 0
State 53,600 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Promoting Safe and Stable Families Savings

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the savings associated with the Foster Care (FC) Program as the result of the
incremental increase in the Promoting Safe and Stable Families (PSSF) grant — formerly the Federal
Family Preservation and Support Program.

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 established a capped entitlement program under Title IV-
B to provide funding for community-based family support and preservation services. By providing
preservation services, it is expected that some children in out-of-home care will spend lesstimein
placement resulting in savings to the FC Program.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1994.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 16600 through 16604.5.

e Savings are reflected for the annual incremental grant increase to the PSSF Program.

o Effective Fiscal Year (FY) 2001-02, based on federal requirements, a minimum of 20 percent of PSSF
funds must be spent on each of the four components of the program (Family Preservation Services,
Family Support Services, Adoption Promotion and Support, and Time-Limited Family Reunification).

» Itisassumed that 50 percent of the cases receiving preservation services will avoid nine months of
foster care resulting in a savings to grant costs.

METHODOLOGY:

» For FY 2003-04, the PSSF grant increased by $12,071,012. Of this amount, a minimum of 20 percent
isavailable for the preservation component ($12,071,012 x 0.20). The average cost per case was
divided into the amount available for preservation to calculate the average cases ($2,414,202 +
$3,718). The number of cases receiving preservation services was divided in half to calculate the
number of successful cases (325 cases + 12), and then converted into casemonths (1,944 total
casemonths).

» Theoveral average monthly grant amount was multiplied by the total number of casemonths ($1,656 x
1,944) to reach the total savings of $3,220,000 under the FC Program. The appropriate sharing ratios
were applied to the total to determine each shared amount.

FUNDING:

The amount of federal financial participation is based on the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage, which
decreased from 51.40 percent to 50.00 percent on October 1, 2002. The federally-€eligible percentage of
cases is based on projected caseload devel oped from historical data. The nonfederal costs are shared 20
percent State General Fund (GF) and 80 percent county.
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CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change reflects the revised federal grant amount for Federal Fiscal Year 2003. The budget year
reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change reflects a higher incremental grant increase in the budget year. The change in GF expenditures
for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local
Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota -$2,011 -$3,220
Federal -882 -1,378
State -452 -368
County -677 -1,474
Reimbursements 0 0

158



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Supportive Transitional Emancipation Program

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost to provide financial support to emancipating foster youth up to age 21 if
participating in an educational or training program or any activity consistent with their “transitional
independent living plan.” These payments are authorized by Assembly Bill (AB) 427 (Chapter 125,
Statutes of 2001), which added section 11403.1 to the Welfare and Institutions Code (W&IC). This
premise also reflects the administrative costs for updating the Transitional Independent Living Plan (TILP)
and determining the eligibility of applicants for the Supportive Transitional Emancipation Program
(STEP).

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: W& IC section 11403.1

Item 101 — STEP Assistance Payments

» Duetothelack of county participation in the STEP, no costs will be associated with this premise for
either the current year (CY) or budget year (BY).

ltem 141 — STEP Eliqgibility

e Dueto thelack of county participation in the STEP, no costs will be associated with this premise for
either the CY or BY.

l[tem 151 — STEP Plan Activity

» Duetothelack of county participation in the STEP, no costs will be associated with this premise for
either the CY or BY.

METHODOLOGY:
No funds have been budgeted for this program.

FUNDING:
No funds have been budgeted for this program.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Due to the lack of county participation in the STEP, no costs will be associated with this premise for either
the CY or BY.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.
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EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
101 — Assistance 2002-03 2003-04
Payments— STEP
Grant Grant
Total $0 $0
Federal 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
[tem 141 — STEP 2002-03 2003-04
Eligibility
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $0 $0
Federal 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
[tem 151 — STEP 2002-03 2003-04
Plan Activity
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $0 $0
Federal 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Emergency Assistance Program
DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with the Emergency Assistance (EA) Program, which provides
funding for benefits and services granted to children and families in emergency situations. Eligibility is
restricted to one episode in any 12-month period. This premise provides foster care (FC) for dependents
and voluntary placements under the EA-FC Welfare Program. The “ Child Welfare Services-Emergency
Assistance” premise discusses additional program components. The “Juvenile Assessment/Treatment
Facilities” premise discusses the use of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant
funding for the EA-Probation population.

Public Law (P.L.) 104-193 eliminated Title IV-A funding for the EA Program but permitted use of TANF
dollarsfor EA funding. Although P.L. 104-193 allowed TANF funding for this portion of the EA Program,
the Budget Act of 1997 replaced the TANF funding with State General Fund (GF). Based on interpretation
of the final TANF regulations, effective October 1, 1999, EA GF expenditures are not countable towards
the TANF maintenance of effort requirement, and effective October 1, 1999, the GF was replaced with
TANF funding.

Also included is funding for undocumented aliens and other cases that did not qualify for federal or state
FC. These EA-General Assistance (GA) cases continued to be funded even though the probation
component expired on January 1, 1996. Only those “qualified aliens’ who entered the country before
August 22, 1996, are eligible for TANF-funded services.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
The EA-FC Welfare Program became effective September 1, 1993.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 10101.

» Based on actua expenditure and caseload data for July through December 2002, the projected average
grant for EA-FC casesis $1,532.90. Based on six months of actual expenditure and caseload data
through December 2002, the projected average grant for EA-GA casesis $1,720.23.

* EA casemonths are projected using alinear trend forecast based on actual caseload data. EA-FC and
EA-GA caseloads are projected separately.

» EA administrative costs were adjusted for projected caseload growth in the current year (CY) and
budget year (BY).

» EA foster care children are eligible to receive the $100 supplemental clothing allowance.

METHODOLOGY:

e Item 101 — EA-FC costs are the product of projected casemonths and the computed average grant, plus
the cost of the supplemental clothing allowance for each case.

e Item 141 - Costs for administrative activities performed by county welfare department staff are based
upon actual expenditures, adjusted for caseload growth in both CY and BY. Administrative costs also
include $35,000 for reimbursements to the California Department of Health Services for data
processing activities associated with the Assistance to Children in Emergency system, which enables
tracking of EA cases currently receiving assistance.
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FUNDING:

EA funding, although eliminated by P.L. 104-193, was used in the TANF block grant calculation and,
therefore, is part of the TANF funding schedule.

Effective October 1, 1999, the EA-FC component is funded 70 percent TANF, 30 percent county; the EA-
GA component is funded 50 percent TANF, 50 percent county; and, the EA administrative costs are funded
85 percent TANF and 15 percent county.

The supplemental clothing allowance component is funded with 100 percent TANF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The decreasein CY and BY costs reflects a decline in caseload from the prior projections.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY increase in EA Basic reflects growth in caseload. The reduction in EA Administration is attributed
to adeclinein actual expenditures.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly 3,571 4,399
Caseload
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
ITEMS101 & 141 - 2002-03 2003-04
EA —FC Welfare Grant County Admin. Grant County Admin.
Total $66,120 $6,291 $81,425 $6,078
Federal 46,242 5,352 56,979 5,172
State 0 0 0 0
County 19,878 939 24,446 906
Reimbursements 0 0 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the basic cost of providing financial support to families adopting a child with special
needs under the Adoption Assistance Program (AAP).

Children eligible for AAP benefits have one of the following characteristics that are barriers to adoption:
mental, physical, medical or emotional handicap; ethnic background, race, color, or language; over three
years of age; member of a sibling group to be adopted by one family; or adverse parental background (e.g.,
drug addiction, mental illness). To be eligibleto receive federal benefits, the child shall have been
otherwise ligible to receive aid under the federal Aid to Families with Dependent Children-Foster Care
Program. The amount of the AAP payment is based on the child’'s heeds and the prospective family’s
circumstances, with eligibility reassessed every two years. Pursuant to Assembly Bill 390 (Chapter 547,
Statutes of 2000), the statewide median income guideline shall not be used for negotiations between the
prospective adoptive family and the adoption agency to determine the amount of the payment to be
received.

The AAP benefit shall not exceed the age-related, foster family home care rate for which the child would
otherwise be eligible. The AAP payment may also include a specialized care increment paid on behalf of a
child requiring specialized care because of health and/or behavior problems. Payments may continue until
the child attains the age of 18 unless a mental or physical handicap warrants the continuation of assistance
until the child reaches the age of 21.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 16115 through 16123.
o Casespresumed to be eligible for the federal AAP make up 87.4 percent of the total AAP payment

caseload, based on data from July 2002 through December 2002 as reported on the AD 800 claim
forms.

» Caseload and expenditure data extracted from the AD 800 provide the basis for caseload and average
grant projections.

* Theaverage federal and nonfederal grants are $708.33 and $766.79 respectively for the current year
(CY), based on an 18-month linear trend analysis. The average budget year federal and nonfederal
grants are also based on alinear analysis and total $723.25 and $762.19, respectively.

* The percentage of federally-eligible expendituresis based on actual county expenditure data.

» Thelevel of federa financial participation (FFP) is based on the following Federal Medical Assistance
Percentage (FMAP) rates.

Effective Dates Rates

October 1, 2001 51.40%
October 1, 2002 50.00%
October 1, 2003 50.00%
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METHODOLOGY:

AAP basic costs are the product of projected federal and nonfederal casemonths and the respective average
grant, asidentified above.

FUNDING:

Federal funding is provided by Title IV-E of the Social Security Act for those cases meeting eligibility
criteria, with the amount of FFP based on the FMAP rate. Federal case costsindigible for FFP and the
costs of the nonfederal program are shared 75 percent State General Fund (GF) and 25 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The current and budget year increase is due to a higher cost per case than projected in November. The
change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of this premise from the proposed 2003-
04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year increase reflects continuing caseload growth.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly 53,752 59,818
Caseload
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $461,649 $522,683
Federal 197,269 224,156
State 198,285 223,895
County 66,095 74,632
Reimbursements 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for the Refugee Cash Assistance (RCA) Program. The RCA Program
provides cash grants to refugees during their first eight months in the United States (U.S.) if they are not
otherwise eigible for other categorical welfare programs.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

»  Section 1522 of Title 8 of the United States Code (U.S.C.) authorizes the federal government to
provide grants to the states to assist refugees who resettle in the U.S.

e Sections 13275 through 13282 of the Welfare and Institutions Code authorize the Department to
administer the funds provided under Title 8 of the U.S.C. It also provides the Department authority to
allocate the federal funds to the counties.

* Theaverage grant cost for RCA recipientsin Fiscal Y ears (FY's) 2002-03 and 2003-04 is $289.14,
based on actual data through January 2003.

* The average monthly caseload for FY s 2002-03 and 2003-04 is estimated at 1,496 and 1,589 cases,
respectively.

METHODOLOGY:

The RCA average grant is multiplied by the estimated caseload to arrive at total RCA costs for each fiscal
year.

FUNDING:

The program is 100 percent federally funded with the Cash, Medical and Administration Grant through the
Office of Refugee Resettlement.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Current year costs have decreased due to alower average monthly caseload than previously projected in
November.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Total costsincrease in FY 2003-04 due to an increase in the average monthly casel oad.
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EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $5,136 $5,514
Federal 5,136 5,514
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Emergency Food Assistance Program Fund

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects expenditures from contributions designated on state income tax returns for the
Emergency Food Assistance Program (EFAP). Assembly Bill 2366 (Chapter 818, Statutes of 1998)
established an EFAP fund which, upon appropriation by the Legislature, is allocated to the State Franchise
Tax Board (FTB) and State Controller’s Office for reimbursement for their costs associated with
administering the fund. The balance of the fund is directed to the California Department of Social Services
for alocation to the EFAP.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Revenue and Taxation Code sections 18851 through 18855.

» The current year estimate was held to the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.

» Thebudget year estimate reflects the estimated amount of contributions to be made to the EFAP fund
in the 2002 state income tax year of $443,202, estimated interest of $18,000, and additional
contributions of $39,851 from the current year.

» Theestimated annual administrative costs for the FTB are $7,631 in current year and $7,053 in budget
year.

»  Thesefunds are provided to supplement, and not supplant, existing program funds.

METHODOLOGY:

The current year was held to the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level. The budget year reflects the
estimated amount of contributions to the EFAP in the state income tax year 2002, plus accrued interest, less
the annual administrative costs for the FTB, plus additional contributions from the current year.

FUNDING:
The costs are 100 percent from the EFAP fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
This premise was updated to reflect actual expenditures.
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Emergency Food Assistance Program Fund

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year reflects an increase in the estimated contributions to be made in state income tax year
2002 and additional contributions from the current year.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $309 $494
Federal 0 0
State 309 494
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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California Food Assistance Program

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the coupon and administrative costs associated with the California Food Assistance
Program (CFAP) for eligible noncitizens. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996, Public Law (P.L.) 104-193, provided that legal honcitizens who entered the
United States (U.S.) on or after August 22, 1996, were ineligible for federal food stamp benefits unless
they were exempt under certain refugee categories. Federal food stamp benefits for the ineligible legal
noncitizens were terminated in August 1997. The original CFAP, authorized under Assembly Bill (AB)
1576 (Chapter 287, Statutes of 1997), served legal noncitizens who were under the age of 18 or over 64
years of age. The U.S. Congress passed S.1150, P.L. 105-185, on June 23, 1998, restoring federal food
stamp eligibility for those children and elderly noncitizen groups. AB 2779 (Chapter 329, Statutes of
1998) provided for a state-only food stamp program for legal noncitizens over 18 and under 65 years of
age, who were legally in the U.S. prior to August 22, 1996, and met all federal food stamp eligibility
criteria except for their immigration status. AB 1111 (Chapter 147, Statutes of 1999) expanded CFAP
eligibility to legal noncitizens who entered the country on or after August 22, 1996, and are otherwise
eligible for the period beginning October 1, 1999, and ending September 30, 2000. AB 2876 (Chapter 108,
Statutes of 2000) extended the period of eligibility for these recipients until September 30, 2001. AB 429
(Chapter 111, Statutes of 2001) eliminated the termination date of eligibility for these noncitizens
extending their CFAP eligibility indefinitely. California purchases food stamp coupons from Food and
Nutrition Service (FNS) to provide to recipients of CFAP.

The Food Stamp Reauthorization Act of 2002 (H.R. 2646 Farm Bill) restores federal food stamp eligibility
to legal noncitizens who are disabled, effective October 2002, noncitizens who have been in the U.S. for
five years or more, effective April 2003, and all noncitizen children, effective October 2003.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise originally implemented on September 1, 1997.
The expanded CFAP implemented on October 1, 1999.

The H.R. 2646 Farm Bill implemented on October 1, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 18930.

» Itisassumed that the trend in the total number of CFAP recipients resembles the monthly fluctuations
in the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CaWORKSs) and Non-Assistance Food
Stamp (NAFS) trend forecasts.

» Thetotal number of CFAP recipientsis projected by applying the CdlWORK s and NAFS trend
forecast to January 2003 actual recipients.

»  With the extended dligibility for noncitizens who entered the country on or after August 22, 1996, there
is no difference between the State-only (base) program and the expanded program in terms of
eigibility and benefits. However, the two programs are budgeted on separate premise lines to track the
level of funding.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

Based on Federal Fiscal Year 2001 Q5 data, the number of legal noncitizens eligible for CFAP who
entered the country on or after August 22, 1996, represents 29 percent of total CFAP recipientsin
Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03 and 34 percent of total CFAP recipientsin FY 2003-04. It is assumed that
the trend in the number of CFAP recipientsin the expanded group mirrors the monthly fluctuationsin
the CalWORK s and NAFS trend forecasts.

The average monthly number of food stamp recipients in the expanded program is 26,367 in FY 2002-
03, and 31,375 in FY 2003-04.

The number of CFAP recipients for the State-only (base) program is projected by taking the difference
between the projected number of total CFAP recipients and the projected number of expanded program
CFAP recipients for FY's 2002-03 and 2003-04.

The average monthly number of CFAP recipientsin the State-only program (base) is 65,061 in FY
2002-03, and 61,581 in FY 2003-04.

Based on actual data reported from the counties for October 2002 through January 2003, the average
coupon value per person is $66.29.

The administrative costs for Calendar Y ear 2002 reported on the county expense claims totaled
$26,930,703.

Administrative costs for FY 2002-03 are being held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.

The coupon-processing fee charged by FNSis $6,132 per $1 million in coupons. The processing fee
for electronic benefit transfer (EBT) countiesis $314 per $1 million.

The EBT counties will represent 24.74 percent of the allotment costsin FY 2002-03. The EBT
counties will increase to 99.97 percent of the alotment costs by the end of FY 2003-04.

The ratio between public assistance (PA) and nonassistance (NA) is 38.04 percent PA and 61.96
percent NA in FY 2002-03 and 34.94 percent PA and 65.06 percent NA in FY 2003-04. Theratios are
projected based on the actual number of recipients reported from counties through January 2003.

The PA costs are considered eligible expenditures for the State’ s maintenance of effort (M OE)
requirement. The NA costs are not considered MOE €ligible.

The savings to CFAP associated with the implementation of the provisions contained in the Food
Stamp Reauthorization Act of 2002 are included in the separate “H.R. 2646 Farm Bill” premise.

METHODOLOGY

The coupon costs are calculated by multiplying the average coupon value per person by the projected
monthly number of recipientsin the base and expanded program. Coupon-processing feesand EBT
processing fees are included in the annual coupon costs.

Administrative costs are calculated based on actual expendituresin the previous year adjusted for
projected caseload growth. The projected percentage of increasein total CFAP recipientsis 2.0
percent in FY 2002-03, and 1.7 percent in FY 2003-04.
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FUNDING:

The expenditures are State General Fund (GF) only. The PA portion of the costsis eligible to be counted
towards the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families M OE requirement.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

This premise has been revised to reflect updated caseload and expenditure data. The change in GF
expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of this premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and
Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The increase in the budget year coupon costs reflects casel oad growth. The decrease in administrative
costs reflects the most current actual data.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly Base - 65,061 Base - 61,581
Number of Expanded - 26,367 Expanded - 31,375
Recipients
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Coupon County Admin. Coupon County Admin.
Total $73,124 $29,972 $76,352 $27,723
Federa 0 0 0 0
State 73,124 29,972 76,352 27,723
County 0 0 0 0
Reimbursement 0 0 0 0
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H.R. 2646 Farm Bill

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the impact to the California Food Assistance Program (CFAP) and Federal Food
Stamp Administration associated with the implementation of the mandatory provisions contained in the
Food Stamp Reauthorization Act of 2002 (H.R. 2646 Farm Bill). The Farm Security and Rural Investment
Act of 2002 (Public Law, 107-171), contains the Food Stamp Reauthorization Act of 2002, which legislates
mandatory changes to the Food Stamp Act of 1977. Pursuant to the Farm Security and Rural Investment
Act of 2002 (i.e., H.R. 2646), effective October 2002, all disabled legal noncitizens will become eligible
for the Federal Food Stamp Program; effective April 2003, al legal noncitizens who have lived in the
United States (U.S.) five years or more will become eligible for the Federal Food Stamp Program; and,
effective October 2003, all legal noncitizen children will become eligible for the Federal Food Stamp
Program. H.R. 2646 also includes the following mandatory changes: effective October 2002, increase of
the resource limit for households with a disabled or el derly member from $2,000 to $3,000 and restructure
of the Standard Deduction from one amount for all households to 8.31 percent of the household’ s net
income limit.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on October 1, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 10553, 10554, and 18904; 7 Code of
Federal Regulations section 273.

» Effective October 2002, the federal government reinstated eligibility to the Federal Food Stamp
Program for all legal noncitizens who are disabled.

» Effective April 2003, the federal government reinstated eligibility to the Federal Food Stamp Program
for legal noncitizens who have lived in the U.S. five years or more.

» Effective October 2003, the federal government will reinstate eligibility to the Federal Food Stamp
Program for all legal noncitizen children.

» Based on the Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2001 CaliforniaWork Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CAWORKS) characteristics survey (Q5) data, less than one percent (0.74) of CFAP recipients are
disabled.

» Based on FFY 2001 Q5 data, approximately 76 percent of CFAP recipients have been in the U.S. for
five years or more.

* Based on FFY 2001 Q5 data, approximately 64 percent of the legal noncitizens who entered the
country on or after August 22, 1996, (expanded group) are children.

» Based on actua datareported from the counties from October 2002 through January 2003, the average
coupon value per person is $66.29.

* Itisassumed that it will cost $1.3 million in Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-04 to reprogram existing systems
for implementation of the mandatory provisions contained in the H.R. 2646 Farm Bill.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

The average monthly projected CFAP caseload for July 2002 through September 2002 is 93,480, for
October 2002 through March 2003 is 90,267, and for April 2003 through June 2003 is 91,700.

The average monthly projected CFAP caseload for July 2003 through September 2003 is 91,773 and
for October 2003 through June 2004 is 93,349.

The projected CFAP administrative costs for FY 2003-04 are $27,723,240.
In FY 2003-04, 91.5 percent of CFAP recipients will be shifting to the Federal Food Stamp Program.

The administrative costs include one hour for an eligibility worker to process a CFAP caseinto a
federal food stamp case. Prior to December 19, 1997, the federa rules required a noncitizen to deem a
sponsor's income for three years, after December 19, 1997, anoncitizen is required to deem a sponsor's
income indefinitely.

Approximately 0.16 percent of CFAP cases shifting to the Federal Food Stamp Program will be
assessed to decide whether a sponsor's income should determine federal eligibility.

The fiscal impact associated with the revised resource limit for households with a disabled or elderly
member from $2,000 to $3,000 and the restructure of the Standard Deduction is minimal and is not
reflected in the budget.

The ratio between public assistance (PA) and nonassistance (NA) is 38.04 percent PA and 61.96
percent NA in FY 2002-03, and 34.94 percent PA and 65.06 percent NA in FY 2003-04. Theratiosare
projected based on the actual number of recipients reported from counties through January 2003.

The PA costs are considered eligible expenditures for the State’ s maintenance of effort (MOE)
requirement. The NA costs are not considered MOE-€ligible.

METHODOLOGY:

The number of noncitizens that have been in the U.S. for five years or more and will be shifting to
federa eligibility are calculated by multiplying the percentage of CFAP recipients that have been in the
U.S. for five years or more by the average monthly caseload from April 2003 to June 2003, minus the
disabled recipients previously shifted to federal eligibility, for FY 2002-03, and the average monthly
caseload from July 2003 to September 2003 and October 2003 to June 2004, minus the disabled
recipients previously shifted to federal eligibility for FY 2003-04.

The number of noncitizen children shifting to the federal eligibility are calculated by multiplying the
percentage of CFAP recipient children by the average monthly caseload from October 2003 to June
2004, minus the disabled recipients previously shifted to federal eligibility and the recipients that have
been in the U.S. for five years or more previously shifted to federal eligibility.

The coupon costs are calculated by multiplying the average coupon value per person by the projected
monthly number of recipients. Coupon-processing fees and Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT)
processing fees are included in the annual coupon costs.

Administrative costs that will shift from CFAP to Federal Food Stampsin FY 2002-03 were held at the
Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.
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METHODOLOGY (continued):

» Administrative costs that will be shifted from CFAP to Federal Food Stampsin FY 2003-04 are
calculated by multiplying the total projected CFAP administrative expenditures by the percentage of
the total CFAP caseload shifting to the Federal Food Stamp Program.

» Administrative costs to assess whether a sponsor's income should determine federal digibility is
approximately $34,000 in FY 2003-04.

FUNDING:

The CFAP expenditures are State General Fund (GF) only. The PA portion of the costsis eligible to be
counted towards the TANF MOE requirement. The Food Stamp administrative cost sharing ratio is 50
percent federal, 35 percent state, and 15 percent county funds. The automation reprogramming funds are
shared the same as the consortia funding.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

This premise has been revised to reflect updated caseload and expenditure data. The decrease in budget
year (BY) administrative costs reflects an update to the automation reprogramming costs associated with
implementation of the H.R. 2646 Farm Bill. Additional costs have been included to assess whether a
sponsor's income should determine federal eligibility. The BY reflects exclusion of this premise from the
proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease in BY reflects the shift of legal noncitizen children to the Federal Food Stamp Program and
the full year impact of disabled legal noncitizens and legal noncitizens who have lived in the U.S. five
years or more shifting to the Federal Food Stamp Program. The BY increase also includes reprogramming
costs. The change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of this premise from the
proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04

Thefollowing CFAP July through September- 0 July through September — 69,910
caseload will be shifting B _
to federal dligibility. October through March — 677 October through June — 85,438
April through June — 69,854

The change in caseload reflects the phase-in implementation of the Farm Bill H.R. 2646.
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EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
CFAP Program Costs 2002-03 2003-04
Grant County Admin. Grant County Admin.
Total -$14,227 -$5,659 -$66,985 -$24,310
Federa 0 0 0 0
State -14,227 -5,659 -66,985 -24,310
County 0 0 0 0
Reimbursement 0 0 0 0
FS Program Costs 2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $5,659 $25,603
Federal 2,853 12,801
State 2,123 9,056
County 683 3,745
Reimbursements 0 0
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California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CalWORKS) Services — Welfare-to-Work Match

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the State General Fund (GF) amount required as a match for the federal Welfare-to-
Work (WtW) grants. These WtW match funds are designated for allocation to the counties to supplement
the CalWORK s employment services activities. The federal Balanced Budget Act of 1997 (Public Law
105-33) authorizes the United State Department of Labor (DOL) to provide WtW grants to states and local
communities to create additional job opportunities for the hardest to employ recipients of Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program benefits. The federal statute generally defines the “hard
to employ” as recipients on welfare more than 30 months who are the most difficult to serve because of
lack of education, substance abuse problems, or poor work history. The job creation activities include
wage subsidies, on-the-job training, job placement, noncustodial parents’ services and post-employment
services.

In Federal Fiscal Year 1999, the federal government expanded the WtW Grant criteriato increase the list
of eligible activities, add new participant eligibility categories (e.g. noncustodial parents and former foster
care children), and to remove the more restrictive eligibility criteria. These changes became effective July
1, 2000, for the WtW Match funds.

The Employment Development Department (EDD) is the single state agency responsible for receipt of the
WItW grant. EDD submitted its state plan to the DOL in March 1998, and upon the plan’s approval by the
DOL, EDD had 30 daysto allocate 85 percent of the federal funds on aformula basisto the 52 private
industry councils to train and place welfare clientsin jobs. The remaining 15 percent was retained for use
in other WtW projects.

Californiareceived atotal of $367 million of federal WtW formula grant funds from the DOL ($190
million in the first year and $177 million in the second year) for employment services. These grants are
required to be matched on a 2:1, federal:state, basis. Use of funds within the ClWORK s Program as a
match is permitted as long as the match is expended on eligible recipients under the WtW definitions.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
e Thetotal required GF match is $183.8 million.

» A total of $116.0 million has been appropriated through Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-04.

» Itisanticipated that approximately $3.1 million will carryover from FY 2001-02 and be reappropriated
into FY 2003-04.

METHODOLOGY:

In FY 2002-03, the WtW Match was eliminated because of lower revenues and other demands on the
available GF. In FY 2003-04, the WtW Match represents the final dollar amount that must be spent by
year-end.
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California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CalWORKS) Services — Welfare-to-Work Match

FUNDING:

The match is 100 percent GF. This WtW match cannot be applied toward the State’s TANF maintenance
of effort requirement.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The change reflects the update in actual expenditures.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The WtW Match is deferred from FY 2002-03 until FY 2003-04 due to lower revenues and other demands
on the available GF.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)

Match Funds:

2002-03 2003-04

County Admin. County Admin.

Tota $0 $67,761

Federal 0 0

State 0 67,761

County 0 0

Reimbursement 0 0
Reappropriation Funds:

2002-03 2003-04

County Admin. County Admin.

Total $0 $3,116

Federal 0 0

State 0 3,116

County 0 0

Reimbursement 0 0

! _Thisisanon-add item.
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SSI/SSP — Basic Costs

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the basic costs for the Supplemental Security Income/State Supplementary Payment
(SSI/SSP) Program. The SSI Program, authorized by Title XVI of the Social Security Act, replaced the
prior federal/state matching grant program of adult assistance to the aged, blind, and disabled in January
1974. The SSI/SSP Program is a cash assistance program for low-income aged, blind, and disabled
persons. Californiaopted to supplement the SSI payments, creating the SSP Program. The Social Security
Administration (SSA) administers the SSI/SSP Program at California’s option.

The maximum amount of aid is dependent on the following factors:
»  Whether oneis aged, blind, or disabled;

*  Theliving arrangement;

* Marital status; and,

* Minor status.

As aresult of the various factors determining the maximum amount of aid, there are 19 different payment
standards in the SSI/SSP Program.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* The SSA will continue to administer the program under Title XV of the Social Security Act.

» Section 1611 of Title XVI defines the amount of SSI benefits an individual may be eligible to receive.

» Section 12200 of the Welfare and Institutions Code defines the maximum payment standard available
under each living arrangement.

» Thebasic costs per case for SSI and SSP estimates are devel oped from actual state and federal
expenditures reported on the State Data Exchange and SSA 8700 reports. The SSI and SSP average
basic grants, based on actual data through December 2002, are as follows:

SS] SSP
Aged $273.31 $207.91
Blind 331.93 259.05
Disabled 365.45 208.29

METHODOLOGY:

The SSI/SSP basic costs are computed for each aged, blind, and disabled component, then summed to
produce total basic costs. Both the SSI and SSP basic average grants were adjusted to exclude the effects
of paymentsto recipients residing in medical facilities. The adjusted average grants were multiplied by the
estimated caseloads to arrive at an adjusted basic cost. Estimated expenditures for recipients in medical
facilities were then added to total basic costs.
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FUNDING:

The SSI portion of the program is funded with 100 percent federal Title XVI funds, and the SSP portionis
funded with 100 percent State General Fund. Costs for each component are computed separately.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The estimate has increased due to a higher average monthly caseload than previously estimated.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
Expendituresincrease in the budget year due to caseload growth of approximately two percent.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly 1,128,172 1,151,026
Persons
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $7,312,365 $7,452,172
Federal 4,511,734 4,598,339
State 2,800,631 2,853,833
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Advance Billing Penalty for SSP

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the penalty imposed by the Social Security Administration (SSA) for late payment of
State Supplementary Payment (SSP) reimbursements in the current fiscal year for the July 2003 period due
to achange in federal billing procedures that requires a prospective rather than retroactive payment. The
SSA changed their billing procedures effective October 1, 2001, (under Public Laws 106-170 and 106-
554), to require SSP reimbursement payments a month in advance.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

* The SSP grant and administrative costs for July 2003 are estimated at $235.7 million and $9.9 million,
respectively.

* Annual interest on the late grant payment for July 2003 will be charged at arate of 2.21 percent, based
on the Cash Management Improvement Act (CMIA) rate. This payment is made out of the Department
of Finance' s General Fund budget and is not considered in this estimate.

* Interest at an annual rate of 10.75 percent will be charged on the late administrative fees due for July
2003. Therateisbased on the latest consumer interest rate certified by the Treasury.

o Aflat five percent late fee will be applied to total SSP grant and administrative costs for July 2003.
*  The Department will be 30 days late for payment of the required July 2003 payment in June.

METHODOLOGY:

» Tota administrative costs of $9.9 million are multiplied by the annual rate of 10.75 percent and
divided by 365 to obtain the daily interest fee of $2,933.

o Tota SSP grant and administrative costs of $245.6 million are multiplied by the flat rate of five percent
to obtain the late fee of $12.3 million.

* Thedaily interest fee on administrative costs is multiplied by 30 days and added to the late fee to
obtain the total penalty for one month.

FUNDING:
The penalty is funded with 100 percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The penalty amount has increased from $9.6 million due to the elimination of the SSP payment standard
reduction. Thisresultsin an increased payment due to SSA for July.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
This payment is due in budget year.
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EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $0 $12,370
Federa 0 0
State 0 12,370
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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SSI/SSP — January 2003 COLA

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the impact of cost-of-living adjustments (COLAS) given to Supplemental Security
Income/State Supplementary Payment (SSI/SSP) Program recipients effective January 1, 2003. Dueto
lower revenues and other demands on the available State General Fund (GF), the California Necessities
Index (CNI) COLA of 3.74 percent for January 2003 was suspended. The SSI Consumer Price Index (CPI)
COLA of 1.4 percent was passed along to recipients, resulting in an increase in the SSI portion of the grant
payment. Effective January 1, 2003, unearned income, generally Title Il Social Security benefits, increases
by the CPI.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Section 1617 of Title XVI of the Social Security Act authorizesthe COLA for SSI recipients.

e Section 12201 of the Welfare and Institutions Code authorizes the COLA for SSP recipients.
* TheCPl is 1.4 percent for 2003.

» Dueto lower revenues and other demands on the GF, the CNI increase was suspended, resulting in an
increase to the SSI portion of the grant payment only.

METHODOLOGY:

» The SSI average grantsincrease as aresult of the CPl COLA. The CPI is applied to the 2002 SSI
payment standards and the result is the new SSI payment standards. The new SSI payment standards
are then added to the 2002 SSP standards; the result is the total payment standards for 2003.

* The new payment standards are used in a statistical model to determine a change to the basic SSI/SSP
average grant due to the COLAs. The change in average grant is multiplied by the caseload and the
result is the change to the SSI/SSP Program for the January 2003 COLA.

FUNDING:

The SSI portion of the program is funded with 100 percent federal Title XVI funds, and the SSP portionis
funded with 100 percent GF. Each component is costed separately.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The estimate has increased due to a higher average monthly casel oad.
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REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The estimate increases in budget year to reflect the full-year impact of the COLA.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s):

Tota
Federal
State
County

Reimbursements

2002-03
Grant
$32,406
32,743
-337

0

0

2003-04
Grant
$62,152
62,833
-681

May 2003 Revise
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SSI/SSP — June 2003 COLA

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the impact of the suspension of a 3.74 percent cost-of -living adjustment (COLA) to
be provided to Supplemental Security Income/State Supplementary Payment (SSI/SSP) Program recipients.
The COLA was to be effective June 1, 2003, however, due to lower revenues and other demands on the
available State General Fund (GF), the California Necessities Index COLA of 3.74 percent will be
suspended.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise was to implement on June 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

Section 12201 of the Welfare and Institutions Code (W& IC) authorizes the COLA for SSP recipients.
Senate Bill x1 11 contains amended W& IC language and an urgency clause that would suspend the COLA.
This bill passed both the Senate and Assembly, however, the bill has been referred back to the Committee
on Budget and Fiscal Review. This estimate assumes the bill will be enrolled as currently amended.

METHODOLOGY:
No costs were budgeted for this premise due to the decision to suspend the COLA.

FUNDING:
The SSP portion of the SSI/SSP payment is funded with 100 percent GF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s):
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Total $0 $0
Federal 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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SSI/SSP — SSP Grant Reduction

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the impact of areduction to Supplemental Security Income/State Supplementary
Payment (SSI/SSP) Program payment standards to the federal minimum level effective July 1, 2003, dueto
lower revenues and other demands on the available State General Fund (GF). Categories exempted from
the reduction were non-medical out-of-home care (NMOHC), restaurant meal allowance (RMA), and Title
XIX medical facilities.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise was to implement on July 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

This premise now reflects no GF savings due to elimination of the proposed reduction in the SSI/SSP
payment standards.

METHODOLOGY:

No costs or savings were budgeted for this premise.

FUNDING:
The SSP portion of the SSI/SSP payment is funded with 100 percent GF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

No savings are estimated as a result of the elimination of the reduction previously proposed for July 1,
2003.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s):

ITEM 111 - 2002-03 2003-04
SSI/SSP

Grant Grant
Total $0 $0
Federal 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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SSI/SSP — January 2004 COLA

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the impact of a cost-of-living adjustment (COLA) given to Supplemental Security
Income/State Supplementary Payment (SSI/SSP) Program recipients effective January 1, 2004. Dueto
lower revenues and other demands on the available State General Fund (GF), the estimated California
Necessities Index (CNI) COLA of 3.46 percent for 2004 is being suspended. The estimated SSI Consumer
Price Index (CPI) COLA of 2.1 percent will be passed along to recipientsin January, resulting in an
increase in the SSI portion of the grant payment. Effective January 1, 2004, unearned income, generally
Title Il Social Security benefits, increases by the CPI.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise implements on January 1, 2004.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Section 1617 of Title XVI of the Social Security Act authorizesthe COLA for SSI recipients.

e Section 12201 of the Welfare and Institutions Code authorizes the COLA for SSP recipients.
* TheCPl isestimated at 2.1 percent for 2004.

METHODOLOGY:

» The SSI and SSP average grants change as aresult of the COLA. The CPI is applied to the 2003 SS|
payment standards and the result is the new SSI payment standards. The new SSI payment standards
are added to the 2003 SSP payment standards; the result is the new total SSI/SSP payment standards.

* The new payment standards are used in a statistical model to determine a change to the basic SSI/SSP
average grant due to the COLAs. The change in average grant is multiplied by the caseload and the
result is the change to the SSI/SSP Program for the January 2004 COLA.

FUNDING:

The SSI portion of the program is funded with 100 percent federal Title XVI funds, and the SSP portionis
funded with 100 percent GF. Each component is costed separately.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The estimate has decreased due to a change in the forecasted CPI from 2.4 to 2.1 percent.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The COLA iseffective in the budget year only.
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SSI/SSP — January 2004 COLA

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s):
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $0 $54,568
Federal 0 54,358
State 0 210
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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SSI/SSP — SSP Administration

DESCRIPTION:

The Socia Security Administration (SSA) formerly administered the Supplemental Security Income/ State
Supplementary Payment (SSI/SSP) Program benefit payments without charge to the states. The Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 shifted costs for administration of SSP to the State, effective October 1,
1993. It also provided for additional service feesto be charged if SSA provides services beyond the
expected level, such as payment standard reductions or increases made on other than the normal January 1
schedule.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on October 1, 1993.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
»  The SSA will continue to administer this program under Title XV of the Social Security Act.

» Thefederal Balanced Budget Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-33) amended existing federal statutes
pertaining to the administration fees for SSP payments. For each federal fiscal year (FFY) from 1998
through 2002, administration fees will increase initially from $5.00 per payment to $8.50 per payment in
FFY 2002. Increases after FFY 2002 will be based on the Consumer Price Index (CPI).

» Thefee per payment effective October 1, 2002, increased from $8.50 to $8.59. Effective October 1, 2003,
the fee will increase to $8.65, based on the estimated percentage increase in the CPI from the year of the
increase (2.1 percent) compared to the previous year (1.4 percent). Theincreasein the CPI from 2002 to
2003 is estimated to be 0.7 percent.

* Interest in the amount of $69,907 was charged in July 2002 due to the late payment made to SSA asa
result of the delay in the passage of the budget.

METHODOLOGY:

The projected number of paymentsis based on the projected casel oad plus the six-month moving average
of the difference between the actual caseload and the number of payments. The projected number of
payments is then multiplied by the respective cost per payment.

FUNDING:
The administration costs consist of 100 percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The current year estimate reflects a light increase in the number of average monthly payments. The
budget year estimate also reflects an increase in the number of average monthly payments due to the
elimination of the SSP payment standard reduction.
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REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

May 2003 Revise

Expenditures increase due to caseload growth and a fee increase on October 1, 2003, from $8.59 to $8.65

for each check issued by the SSA.

CASELOAD:

Average Monthly
Payments

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
Total
Federal
State
County
Reimbursements

2002-03
1,147,029

2002-03
Grant
$117,998
0
117,998
0

0

2003-04
1,169,360

2003-04
Grant
$121,171
0
121,171
0

0
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California Veterans Cash Benefit Program

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost of providing benefits at the same level as State Supplementary Payment
(SSP) benefits to certain veterans of World War 11 who 1) return to the Republic of the Philippines and no
longer have a place of residence in the state; and, 2) were receiving SSP benefits on December 14, 1999.
The Cdlifornia Veterans Cash Benefit (CVCB) payments are authorized under Assembly Bill 1978
(Chapter 143, Statutes of 2000).

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 19, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 12400.

» The grant costs associated with the implementation of this bill are the equivalent of SSP benefits the
veterans would receive under the SSI/SSP Program.

» Anaverage benefit payment of $215.72 will be paid to eligible recipientsin the current and budget
year.

» The Socia Security Administration (SSA) administers the CVCB Program in conjunction with benefits
under Title VIII of the federal Social Security Act.

e SSA charges amonthly administrative fee equivalent to the SSP administrative fee per payment,
currently at $8.59. The ongoing administrative fee will increase to $8.65 on October 1, 2003.

» The average monthly number of participating veteransis 1,667 in Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03, and 1,715
in FY 2003-04.

* Retroactive payments in the amount of $0.2 million will be paid in the remainder of FY 2002-03 for the
veterans who were eligible for benefitsin FY 2000-01. The average monthly number of cases eligible
for retroactive payments during this period is 41 cases.

METHODOLOGY:

The cost of the program is estimated by multiplying the number of participating veterans by the benefit and
administrative costs per case.

FUNDING:
This program is funded 100 percent with GF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The current year estimate increases due to a higher average monthly caseload and average grant than
previously estimated. The budget year estimate increases due to the elimination of the SSP grant reduction,
which resultsin a higher CVCB average grant.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
Total program costs decrease in FY 2003-04 due to the absence of retroactive costs in the budget year.

193



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

California Veterans Cash Benefit Program

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)

2002-03 2003-04
CVCB Costs Grant/ Grant/
Administration Administration
Total $4,761 $4,618
Federal 0 0
State 4,761 4,618
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0

194



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Cash Assistance Program for Immigrants (CAPI)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs to implement the CAPI Program. The CAPI Program provides benefits to
aged, blind, and disabled legal immigrants who successfully complete an application process. The benefits
received are equivalent to those benefits that these immigrants would have received if they were eligible
for the Supplemental Security Income and/or State Supplemental Payment (SSI/SSP) Program, less $10 per
individual and $20 per couple. This premise includes costs for both the grant and administrative costs
necessary for implementation.

CAPI recipients in the base program include the following immigrants: 1) those who entered the United
States (U.S.) prior to August 22, 1996, and are not eligible for SSI/SSP benefits solely due to their
immigration status; and, 2) those who entered the U.S. on or after August 22, 1996, but meet special
sponsor restrictions (have a sponsor who is disabled, deceased, or abusive). The extended CAPI caseload
includes immigrants who entered the U.S. on or after August 22, 1996, who do not have a sponsor or have
a sponsor who does not meet the sponsor restrictions of the base program.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on October 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

e Chapter 10.3 of the W& IC gives the California Department of Social Services the authority to
administer the CAPI Program.

e Section 18940 of the W& IC states that the CAPI Program will be governed by the same federal and
state regulations that govern the SSI/SSP Program.

e Section 18941 of the W& IC authorizes benefits paid under CAPI to be equivalent to benefits provided
under the SSI/SSP Program, except that the schedule for individuals and couples shall be reduced $10
per individual and $20 per couple per month.

» Although CAPI was originally due to sunset on July 1, 2000, Assembly Bill (AB) 1111 (Chapter 147,
Statutes of 1999) extended the base program indefinitely.

» AB 1111 aso created time-limited CAPI eligibility from October 1, 1999, through September 30, 2000,
for immigrants who entered the country on or after August 22, 1996. This bill established afive-year
deeming period for these cases. AB 2876 extended time-limited CAPI for one more year through
September 30, 2001. AB 429 (Chapter 111, Statutes of 2001) eliminated the sunset date for the time-
limited (“extended”) program altogether, and lengthened the deeming period to ten years.

»  The average monthly number of total CAPI caseswill be 9,545 in Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03, and 9,720
in FY 2003-04. The average monthly caseload for the base and extended programsis 7,344 and 2,201
respectively, in FY 2002-03. For FY 2003-04, the average monthly casel oad for the base and extended
programs will be 6,550 and 3,170 respectively.

» Theaverage monthly grant is $621.68 for the Base CAPI cases, based on actual expenditures through
December 2002. The average grant is adjusted for the Consumer Price Index (CPI) cost-of-living
adjustments (COLAS) to mirror the changes in the SSI/SSP payment standards. Asfor the SSI/SSP
Program, the CNI COL As are suspended for each fiscal year.
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Cash Assistance Program for Immigrants (CAPI)

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

* Theaverage monthly grant is $750.34 for the Extended CAPI cases, based on actual expenditures
through December 2002. The average grant is adjusted for the CPl COLAs on January 1% of 2003 and
2004. However, due to lower revenues and other demands on the available State General Fund (GF),
the CNI COLA for both fiscal yearsis being suspended.

e The average monthly administrative cost per case for FY 2002-03 of $99.48 is based on actual
expenditures from July through December 2002. For FY 2003-04, the average administrative cost per
case will remain unchanged.

METHODOLOGY:

Base CAPI program costs are estimated by multiplying the projected monthly casel oad by the Base CAPI
average grant and administrative cost per case. Extended CAPI costs are estimated by multiplying the
Extended CAPI caseload by the Extended CAPI average grant and administrative cost per case. Base CAPI
and extended CAPI costs are then added to determine total CAPI Program costs.

FUNDING:
The program is funded with 100 percent GF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The current year estimate has decreased overall due to alower average monthly caseload and lower
average grant in both the Base and Extended CAPI programs. In addition, $2 million is no longer included
in the current year estimate for potential cases eligible under the indigence exception rule, as the impact of
this population has been insignificant. The changein GF expenditures for the budget year reflects
exclusion of this premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Extended CAPI costs increase due to an increase in the Extended CAPI casel oad and average grant. Base
CAPI program costs decrease due to a declining casel oad.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
Total CAPI 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $84,066 $90,436
Federal 0 0
State 84,066 90,436
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Cash Assistance Program for Immigrants (CAPI)

EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000’ s)
Base CAPI 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Total $62,039 $57,593
Federal 0 0
State 62,039 57,593
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
Extended CAPI 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $22,027 $32,843
Federal 0 0
State 22,027 32,843
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Additional TANF/MOE Expenditures in CDSS
SSP MOE Eligible

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the State Supplementary Payment (SSP) expenditures countable towards the State
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program maintenance of effort (MOE). More
specifically, the increase in SSP expenditures for disabled SSP children in California Work Opportunity
and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKs) families since the inception of the TANF Program is considered
countable as MOE.

Public Law (P.L.) 104-193, the federal welfare reform legislation, established the TANF Program and a TANF
block grant to replace the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) Program. States must meet an 80
percent MOE to receive their full block grant alocation. The MOE is reduced to 75 percent for states that meet the
work participation rate requirement. For California, the amount of the MOE is based on state and county
expendituresin Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 1994. The State has consistently met its work participation agreement,
therefore the MOE levd islowered from $2.9 billion (80 percent) to $2.7 hillion, which constitutes 75 percent of
the 1994 level.

The State may count both local and state expenditures made by CDSS or other departments on behalf of
TANF/CAWORKs-€eligible families toward the MOE. If these expenditures would have been authorized and
allowable under the former AFDC, JOBS, Emergency Assistance or Child Care for AFDC recipients, At-Risk Child
Care or Transitional Child Care programsin FFY 1995, the entire expenditures may count toward the MOE.
However, if such expenditures were not previously authorized and allowable, countable expenditures are limited to
the amount by which allowable current year expenditures exceed the total State program expendituresin FFY 1995.
State expenditures that are used as a match to draw down other federal funding are generally not countable toward
the TANF MOE.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise will implement on January 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: 45 Code of Federal Regulations section 263.2.

* Theaverage number of SSP children living in a CalWORK s household for October through December
2002 was 11,072, or 16.1 percent of total SSP children living with relatives (Research and
Development Division ad hac report).

e SSPexpenditures for SSP children living with relatives were $52.8 million in 1995. SSP expenditures
for the same population were $86.8 million in 2001.

»  The SSP payment standard for disabled children will remain at $98 for Fiscal Years (FY's) 2002-03 and
2003-04, due to the suspension of the 2003 and 2004 State COLAS.

» The projected expenditures for SSP children living in a CalWORK s household for FY's 2002-03 and
2003-04 will be $15.7 and $16.0 million, respectively.
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Additional TANF/MOE Expenditures in CDSS
SSP MOE Eligible

METHODOLOGY:

»  The percentage of SSP children living in a ClWORK s household (16.1 percent) is multiplied by total
expenditures ($52.8 million) for SSP children living with relativesin 1995 to arrive at expenditures for
SSP children living in a CaWORKs household of $8.5 million.

» Expenditures for FY's 2002-03 and 2003-04 are forecasted based on the increase or decrease in the SSP
payment standard from year to year. In FY 2002-03, the SSP payment standard will increase by 10.1
percent over the FY 2001-02 payment standard level. FY 2001-02 SSP expenditures of $86.8 million
are increased by the annual growth percentage to arrive at the estimated expenditures for each fiscal
year. For FY 2003-04, the SSP payment standard will remain at the FY 2002-03 level.

»  The percentage of SSP children living in a ClWORK s household (16.1 percent) is multiplied by the
estimated SSP expenditures for each fiscal year to arrive at expenditures attributable to SSP children
living in a ClWORK s household. For FY's 2002-03 and 2003-04, SSP expenditures for this
population are estimated at $15.7 and $16.0 million, respectively.

* For FY 2002-03, the amount by which allowable current year expenditures exceed the total State
program expendituresin 1995 is $7.2 million ($15.7 - $8.5 million). The required data reporting
structure necessary to count these expenditures will be in place beginning in January 2003. Asaresult,
$3.6 million will be countable towards the MOE for the current year.

» For FY 2003-04, the amount by which allowable SSP expenditures will exceed the total State program
expendituresin 1995 is $7.5 million ($16.0 - $8.5 million).

FUNDING:
The SSP expenditures are funded with 100 percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Dueto alower percentage of SSP children living with relatives than previously estimated, the level of
countable SSP expenditures has decreased in FY 2002-03. The FY 2003-04 estimate has increased due to
the elimination of the SSP payment standard reduction. Asaresult, the SSP average grant remains higher
throughout the budget year, which increases MOE-€ligible SSP expenditures.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The budget year reflects the full-year impact of SSP M OE-countable expenditures.

200



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Additional TANF/MOE Expenditures in CDSS
SSP MOE Eligible

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $3,611 $7,535
Federal 0 0
State 3,611 7,535
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Personal Care Services Program/Residual IHSS
Basic Costs

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the basic costs for the In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) Program. Assembly Bill
1773 (Chapter 939, Statutes of 1992) required the California Department of Health Services to submit a
Medicaid state plan amendment to the federal Health Care Financing Administration to include a portion of
the IHSS Program as a Title XIX eligible service. This portion of the IHSS Program is known as the
Personal Care Services Program (PCSP). The other portion of the IHSS Program is the Residual Program.

The IHSS Program enables eligible individuals to remain safely in their own homes as an alternative to out-
of-home care. Eligible recipients are aged, blind or disabled individuals who receive public assistance or
have low incomes.

Assembly Bill 925 (Chapter 1088, statutes of 2002) allows recipients to utilize authorized personal care
servicesin locations outside of the home, including their place of employment, as authorized by the
director. Services and service hours remain limited to those authorized for the recipient in their own home.

The following services are PCSP-dligible services:

» Domestic services such as meal preparation, laundry, shopping, and errands;

* Non-medical personal care services,

» Assistance while traveling to medical appointments or to other sources of supportive services;
» Teaching and demonstration directed at reducing the need for supportive services; and,

» Certain paramedical services ordered by a physician.

The Residual Program provides services to recipients who are not eligible for PCSP. The Residual
Program cases include the following:

e Casesrequiring protective supervision tasks;

e Caseswith domestic services only;

e Caseswith spousal providers;

e Caseswith parents providing services to their own minor children;

»  Cases with recipients receiving advance pay;

» Caseswith recipients who are covered by third party insurance; and,

e Caseswith recipients receiving arestaurant meal allowance (RMA). The RMA is provided to
those who need to purchase meals or help with meal preparation and cleanup.

The IHSS services are provided in any of three service delivery modes. Those service modes are the
individual provider (IP) mode, the county contract (CC) mode, and the welfare staff (WS) mode. The WS
mode is also referred to as the county homemaker mode. The IP mode consists of an individual, hired by
the recipient, who provides servicesto the recipient. The CC mode provides for IHSS servicesto be
performed by a service provider under contract with the individual counties. The contractor employs the
individuals who provide the services to the recipient. The WS mode utilizes county employees to provide
services for recipients.

The State Compensation Insurance Fund (SCIF), under contract, administers the workers compensation
insurance for the IPs providing services for IHSS recipients.
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Personal Care Services Program/Residual IHSS
Basic Costs

DESCRIPTION (continued):

The Department of General Services (DGS), under contract, acts as agent for the Department in the
management and supervision of SCIF. DGS also monitors high cost cases ($50,000 and over in paid costs)
on aquarterly basis.

The IHSS Case Management Information and Payrolling System authorizes payments and provides the
Department and the counties with information regarding wages, taxes, hours per case, cost per hour, PCSP
and Residual Program caseload and funding ratios, share of cost, RMA, and the number of providersin the
IP mode. Please seethe“IHSS Case Management Information and Payrolling System (CMIPS)” premise
for more information.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
The PCSP implemented on April 1, 1993.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 12300-12314 and 14132.95.

» The projected caseload percentages for the PCSP and Residual Program are 77.43 percent and 22.57
percent, respectively, based on the average caseloads for July 2002 through January 2003.

* ThelP mode of serviceisassumed to be 98.31 percent for PCSP and 96.43 percent for Residual cases.
The CC and WS modes of service account for the remaining cases.

* TheIP mode average monthly hours per case is assumed to be 82.7 hours for PCSP and 77.2 hours for
the Residual Program.

* ThelPwagerateis $6.75 per hour, as reflected in the basic costs, for both the PCSP and Residual
Program.

*  The PCSP CC mode average monthly hours per case is assumed to be 52.7 hours at a cost per hour of
$16.45. The WS average monthly hours per case is assumed to be 10.5 hours at a cost per hour of
$14.84.

* TheResidua CC mode average monthly hours per case is assumed to be 21.4 hours at a cost per hour
of $16.92. The WS average monthly hours per case is assumed to be 8.9 hours at a cost per hour of
$12.04.

* Thepayroll tax rate associated with the IP wages is assumed at 9.23 percent. Thetax rate isbased on
CMIPS wage and tax information for July 2002 through January 2003.

*  Based on actuas for July 2002 through January 2003, the average recipient PCSP Program share of
cost (SOC) is assumed to be $299 per case in the current and budget year in the IP mode of service.
The average recipient Residual program share of cost is assumed to be $206 and $211 per casein the
IP mode and CC/WS modes of service, respectively.
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Personal Care Services Program/Residual IHSS
Basic Costs

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

In the PCSP program, the average monthly SOC caseload is assumed to be 4,633 in the current year,
and 5,045 in the budget year.

In the Residual Program, the average monthly SOC caseload is assumed to be 2,588 in the current year,
and 2,790 in the budget year.

The RMA cost per caseis $62.
The RMA cost is estimated to be $823,123 for current year and $896,381 in the budget year.

The SCIF contract cost is assumed to be $41.0 million for the current year, and $45.4 million for the
budget year.

The DGS contract cost is set at $120,000 for both the current and budget year.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated PCSP basic cost is computed by multiplying the casemonths times the average hours per
case times the cost per hour, plus the associated payroll taxes, minus the share of costs. In addition, the
PCSP caseload percentage of the SCIF and DGS contract costs are added.

The estimated Residual basic cost is computed by multiplying the casemonths times the average hours
per case times the cost per hour, plus associated payroll taxes, minus the share of costs. In addition,
the Residual Program caseload percentage of the SCIF and DGS contract costs and RMA are added.

FUNDING:

In the PCSP, the Title X1X federal sharing ratio is based on the following Federal Medical Assistance
Percentage rates:

Effective Dates Rates

October 1, 2001 51.40%
October 1, 2002 50.00%
October 1, 2003 50.00%

The nonfederal shareis split 65 percent state and 35 percent county. The county share of costsis
reflected as a reimbursement, consistent with actual cash flow.
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Personal Care Services Program/Residual IHSS
Basic Costs

FUNDING (continued):

* Inthe Residua Program, the State shareis 65 percent of the total, and the county share is 35 percent.
The county share of costsis reflected as areimbursement, consistent with actual cash flow.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change in State General Fund/Reimbursement expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of
this premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment. The estimate reflects greater
caseload growth than was previously projected, an increase in the average hours of service for the Residual
program, and an increase in workman’'s compensation Costs.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year increase reflects casel oad growth and an increase in workman's compensation costs.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly PCSP Caseload 233,677 254,497
Average Monthly Residual Program
Caseload 68,130 74,200
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
PCSP 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $1,738,527 $1,894,282
Federal 0 0
State 560,544 614,962
County 0 0
Reimbursements 1,177,983 1,279,320
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Personal Care Services Program/Residual IHSS
Basic Costs

EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000’ s)
Residual Program 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Total $462,729 $504,278
Federal 0 0
State 300,467 327,384
County 0 0
Reimbursements 162,262 176,894
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Case Management Information and Payrolling System
(CMIPS) and Associated Costs

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with the operation and maintenance of the In-Home Supportive
Services (IHSS) Case Management Information and Payrolling System (CMIPS). The CMIPS consists of
the following three components:

Case M anagement

The CMIPS stores the case record of each individual recipient. The case record of each recipient contains
information on eligibility, needs assessment, share of cost, if appropriate, and all changes affecting the
recipient’s case. CMIPS also generates notices of action, cost-of-living adjustments, and rate changes.
CMIPS allows for data exchanges with other welfare systems and is used to establish Medi-Cal eligibility.

The CalWIN System, scheduled to begin operation in October 2002, will utilize Client Index Numbers
(CIN) to facilitate the exchange of datawith CMIPS. The CIN isthe client identifier currently used by
other welfare systems to identify common clients and to access common eligibility information. Currently,
CMIPSisnot ableto utilize CIN data, and must be modified to allow for continued communication and
data exchange. Once complete, CIN datawill be provided by the Department of Health Services (DHS),
and ongoing CIN transactions will be processed through the Health and Human Services Data Center
(HHSDC) server.

M anagement | nfor mation

The CMIPS provides periodic management reports that include fiscal and statistical data on a case-by-case,
worker-by-worker, office-by-office, county-by-county, and statewide basis.

Payrolling System

The CMIPS provides for the authorization and issuance of warrants for payments for services provided by
the individual -provider mode and prepares al employer tax forms and reports. These reports are utilized
for bookkeeping, accounting and tax preparation purposes on behalf of recipients, county welfare
departments and the California Department of Social Services (CDSS).

The State Controller’s Office (SCO), under contract with CDSS, issues payroll checks to the individual
providers on behalf of IHSS recipients. The SCO also issues replacement checks and handles checks
returned as undeliverable.

The State Treasurer’s Office (STO), under contract with CDSS, performs bank reconciliation of IHSS
warrants, and redeems all valid warrantsissued for IHSS providers.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302.2.
* The CMIPS contract is currently held by Electronic Data Systems (EDS).

* The SCO and STO contracts are assumed to increase with the projected number of warrants issued.
Projections are based on the average number of warrants issued during the period of July 2002 through
January 2003.
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Case Management Information and Payrolling System
(CMIPS) and Associated Costs

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):
* The cost to complete the CIN enhancement to CMIPS in the current year is $6,000.

* Theone-time cost to upload existing CIN datais $5,000, payable to DHS in the current year.

¢ HHSDC began processing CIN transactions in the current year, at an estimated cost of $10,000
annually. The cost is prorated for ten months in the current year.

2002-03 2003-04
EDS $9,397,692 $10,220,420
STO 513,637 553,855
Sco 3,348,250 3,573,250
DHS 5,000 0
HHSDC 8333 10,000
Total Costs $13,272,912 $14,357,525

METHODOLOGY:

The estimate is computed by summing the EDS, STO, SCO and CIN data and transaction fee costs. The
total cost is split between the Personal Care Services Program (PCSP) and the Residual Program based on
percentages to total casel oad.

FUNDING:

* Inthe PCSP Program, the federal Title X1X reimbursement represents 50 percent of the total funding in
the current and budget year. The nonfederal shareis split 70 percent state and 30 percent county.

* Inthe Residua Program, the state shareis 70 percent of the total, and the county shareis 30 percent.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change in State General Fund/County Fund expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of this
premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment. Funding for this premise has been
updated to reflect current caseload growth.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The increase in the budget year is due to caseload growth, an increase in the projected number of warrants,
and the cost associated with the CIN enhancement.

210



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Case Management Information and Payrolling System
(CMIPS) and Associated Costs

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
PCSP 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $10,278 $11,117
Federal 0 0
State 3,597 3,891
County 1,542 1,667
Reimbursements 5,139 5,559
Residual Program 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $2,996 $3,241
Federal 0 0
State 2,097 2,269
County 899 972
Reimbursements 0 0
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Case Management Information and Payrolling System
(CMIPS) Contract Procurement

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for contracting with the State of California Health and Human Services Data
Center (HHSDC) for development, support, and implementation of a new and enhanced In-Home
Supportive Services (IHSS) Case Management Information and Payrolling System (CMIPS). The current
contract with Electronic Data Systems (EDS) for IHSS CMIPS maintenance and operations will expire on
June 30, 2003. This project proposes to replace the existing CMIPS with new technol ogies that provide
system access for al IHSS county workers and a communication network between state and county IHSS
offices.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on April 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 12302.2.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated costs are detailed in the June 2001 (revised September 2002) HHSDC Planning Advance
Planning Document Update.

FUNDING:

* InthePersonal Care Services Program (PCSP), the Title X1X federal sharing ratio is based on the
following Federal Medical Assistance Percentage rates:

Effective Dates Rates

October 1, 2001 51.40%
October 1, 2002 50.00%
October 1, 2003 50.00%

* Thenonfederal share isfunded 100 percent State General Fund (GF).
* IntheResidua Program, the funding is 100 percent GF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.
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Case Management Information and Payrolling System
(CMIPS) Contract Procurement

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year reflects an increase in projected costs for HHSDC to extend the planning phase through
June 2004 and to add a Quality Assurance consultant to the project staff.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)

PCSP 2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $1,025 $1,296
Federal 0 0
State 509 648
County 0 0
Reimbursements 516 648
Residual Program 2002-03 2003-04

County Admin.

County Admin.

Total $299 $378

Federal 0 0

State 299 378

County 0 0

Reimbursements 0 0
CDSS/HHSDC PARTNERSHIP:

(in 000's) 2002-03 2003-04

Tota $1,324 $1,674

CDSS 74 74

HHSDC 1,250 1,600
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Income Eligible Shift (Share of Cost (SOC) Buyout)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost for the State to buy down the In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) income-
eligible recipient’s SOC from the SSI/SSP SOC level to the Medi-Cal SOC level so that these recipients
can receive services under the Personal Care Services Program (PCSP).  Assembly Bill 2779 (Chapter
329, Statutes of 1998) allowed recipients who would otherwise be indligible for PCSP because of their
income to receive PCSP servicesin this way.

IHSS cases are considered eligible for PCSP funds with the following exceptions: domestic services only
cases, protective supervision tasks, spousal providers, parent providers of minor children, advance pay
recipients, and recipients covered by third party insurance. Recipients in these circumstances receive
services under the Residual Program.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on April 1, 1999.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 12305.1 and 14132.95.

» TheTitle XIX federal sharing ratio is based on the following Federal Medical Assistance Percentage
rates:

Effective Dates Rates

October 1, 2001 51.40%
October 1, 2002 50.00%
October 1, 2003 50.00%

The weighted average percentages for the Title X1X reimbursement are 50.35 percent for the current
year and 50.00 percent for the budget year.

*  The estimate uses the Supplemental Security Income/State Supplementary Payment (SSI/SSP) Program
percentages for individuals and couples. The total caseload is comprised of 80.07 percent individuals
and 19.93 percent couple members.

e TheMedi-Ca and SSI/SSP income levels are as follows:

Medi-Cal | Jan 2002 Rates Jan 2003 Rates
FY 2002-03 Rates SSI/SSP SOC SSI/SSP SOC
Effective Rates
Individuals $600.00] $750.00f $150.00] $757.00] $157.00
Couples $934.00] $1,332.00{ $398.00] $1,344.00[ $410.00
Couple M ember $199.00 $205.00
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

Medi-Cal | July 2003 Rates Jan 2004 Rates
FY 2003-04 Rates | SSI/SSP | SOC | SSI/SSP | SOC
Effective Rates
Individuals $600.00| $757.00] $157.00] $769.00[ $169.00
Couples $934.00] $1,344.00] $410.00] $1,361.00] $427.00
Couple Member $205.00 $213.50

* Theaverage monthly SOC caseload is 4,633 in the current year and 5,045 in the budget year.

*  The SOC buyout rates are computed by subtracting the monthly Medi-Cal rates from the monthly
SSI/SSP rates. The couple member buyout rate is one half of the “Couples’ SOC rate.

» A retroactive SOC buyout for the period of April 1, 1999, through June 30, 2002, is estimated to be
$18.7 million. Payment of the retroactive SOC is expected to begin in the budget year.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated cost is computed by multiplying the monthly average caseload for income-eligible
individuals and couple members by the applicable SOC buyout rates multiplied by the federal Title X1X
reimbursement percentage multiplied by 12 months. The budget year includes $4.7 million (25 percent) of
the retroactive SOC buyout.

FUNDING:
The SOC buyout is funded with 100 percent State General Fund (GF).

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change in State General Fund/Reimbursement expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of
this premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment. The estimate also reflects delayed
repayment of the retroactive SOC buyout owed to the federal government. Repayment is expected to begin
in the budget year.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease is due to growth in the SOC caseload and the inclusion of $4.7 million of the retroactive SOC
buyout owed to the federal government.
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Income Eligible Shift (Share of Cost (SOC) Buyout)

CASELOAD:

Average Monthly Caseload

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
PCSP

Total
Federal
State
County

Reimbursements

2002-03
4,633

2002-03
Grant

$4,568
0
4,568
0

0

2003-04
5,045

2003-04

Grant

$9,887

9,887
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Public Authority Services (Wages and Benefits)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for the In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) Public Authority (PA)
individual provider (IP) wages and benefits paid above the statewide minimum wage. Senate Bill 1780
(Chapter 206, Statutes of 1996) defined the make-up and functions of PAs.

The PA rate includes the hourly costs for wages, employer taxes, benefits, and administration costs. The
PA rate cannot exceed 200 percent of the current minimum wage in order to qualify for federal financial
participation. The county must submit arate approval request to the California Department of Social
Services (CDSS). Once CDSS approves the request, it is submitted to the California Department of Health
Services (CDHS) for final approval.

The State pays 65 percent, and each county pays 35 percent, of the nonfederal share of wage and benefit
increases negotiated by a PA in accordance with statute. For Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03, the State
participatesin PA provider wages up to $9.50 and individual health benefits up to $0.60 per hour. For
subsequent years, the State will participate in total wages and individual health benefits up to $12.10 per
hour, not to exceed a $1.00 per hour increase in any fiscal year, provided that the May Revise forecast of
State General Fund (GF) revenue exceeds by at least five percent the most current estimate of revenues,
excluding transfers.

The State is responsible for the payroll system, unemployment insurance, and worker’s compensation
insurance for PA providers.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 12301.6 and 12306.

* Inthe current year, the State participates in wages and health benefits up to $9.50 and $0.60 per hour,
respectively.

* Inthebudget year, it is assumed that the State will not participate in wages and health benefits above
$9.50 and $0.60 per hour, respectively.

* Asof March 1, 2003, the assumed PA wage and benefit rates are as follows:

Effective CY CY BY BY
Counties Date Wages Benefits Wages Benefits
Alameda 07-01-02 9.00 .60

02-01-03 9.50 .60

07-01-03 9.50 .60
Amador 07-01-03 6.94 -
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Public Authority Services (Wages and Benefits)
KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

Effective CY CY BY BY
Counties Date Wages Benefits Wages Benefits
Butte 09-01-02 711 -

07-01-03 711 -
Calaveras 03-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Colusa 04-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Contra Costa 07-01-02 9.00 .75

10-01-02 9.50 .95

07-01-03 9.50 .95
Note: The county offers aretirement benefit of $0.13 per hour. The nonfederal shareis 100 percent

county funded.

Del Norte 04-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
El Dorado 02-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Fresno 07-01-02 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Glenn 03-01-03 711 -

07-01-03 711 -
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Public Authority Services (Wages and Benefits)
KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

Effective CY CY BY BY
Counties Date Wages Benefits Wages Benefits
Humboldt 01-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Imperial 04-01-03 8.50 .60

07-01-03 8.50 .60
Inyo 04-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Kern 01-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Kings 11-01-02 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Lake 02-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
L assen 04-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
LosAngeles 07-01-02 6.75 .15

11-01-02 7.50 .18

07-01-03 7.50 .18
Madera 01-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
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Public Authority Services (Wages and Benefits)
KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

Effective CY CY BY BY
Counties Date Wages Benefits Wages Benefits
Marin 07-01-02 8.50 1.25

10-01-02 9.50 1.25

07-01-03 9.50 1.25
Mendocino 08-01-02 711 -

07-01-03 7.11 -
M er ced 12-01-02 6.95 -

07-01-03 6.95 -
M odoc 04-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Mono 04-01-03 7.11 -

07-01-03 7.11 -
Monterey 07-01-02 8.50 .60

04-01-03 9.10 .60

07-01-03 9.10 .60
Napa 07-01-02 7.11 -

07-01-03 7.11 -
Nevada 04-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
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Public Authority Services (Wages and Benefits)
KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

Effective CcY CcY BY BY
Counties Date Wages Benefits Wages Benefits
Orange 10-01-02 7.11 -

07-01-03 711 -
Placer 12-01-02 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Plumas 04-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Riverside 10-01-02 711 .60

07-01-03 711 .60
Sacramento 07-01-02 8.50 .60

10-01-02 9.50 .60

07-01-03 9.50 .60
San Benito 04-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
San Bernardino  07-01-02 711 -

03-01-03 8.50 .38

07-01-03 8.50 .38
San Diego 07-01-02 8.50 .75

03-01-03 8.50 .60

07-01-03 8.50 .60

223




California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Public Authority Services (Wages and Benefits)
KEY DATA ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

Effective CcY CcY BY BY
Counties Date Wages Benefits Wages Benefits
San Francisco 07-01-02 10.10 1.04

07-01-03 10.10 1.04
San Joaquin 08-01-02 6.95 -

07-01-03 6.95 -
San LuisObispo 10-01-02 6.95 -

07-01-03 6.95 -
San Mateo 07-01-02 8.50 .88

10-01-02 9.50 .88

07-01-03 9.50 .88
Santa Barbara 07-01-02 711 -

07-01-03 711 -
Santa Clara 07-01-02 9.25 1.03

10-01-02 9.50 1.26

11-01-02 10.50 1.26

07-01-03 10.50 1.26
Santa Cruz 07-01-02 8.50 .60

12-01-02 9.50 .60

07-01-03 9.50 .60
Shasta 12-01-02 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
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Public Authority Services (Wages and Benefits)
KEY DATA ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

Effective CY CY BY BY
Counties Date Wages Benefits Wages Benefits
Sierra 04-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Siskiyou 01-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Solano 07-01-02 6.95 -

01-01-03 9.50 .60

07-01-03 9.50 .60
Sonoma 07-01-02 8.50 .60

10-01-02 9.50 .60

07-01-03 9.50 .60
Sutter 04-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Tehama 02-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Trinity 01-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Tulare 01-01-03 6.75 -

07-01-03 6.75 -
Ventura 01-01-03 8.00 .60

07-01-03 8.00 .60
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Public Authority Services (Wages and Benefits)
KEY DATA ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

Effective CY CY BY BY
Counties Date Wages Benefits Wages Benefits
Yolo 07-01-02 8.90 .60

10-01-02 9.50 .60

07-01-03 9.50 .60

Note: For the period of October 2002 through May 2003, the county offered an additional fringe benefit of
$0.03 per hour. The nonfederal share is 100 percent county funded.

04-01-03
07-01-03

Yuba 6.75 -

6.75 -

» Although this cost estimate is based on the most updated information concerning PA provider wage
and benefit rates, the actual cost may increase or decrease depending on the actual rates negotiated by
the PA.

» The payroll tax rate associated with the PA wages is assumed to be 9.23 percent. Thetax rateis based
on Case Management Information and Payrolling System wage and tax information for the period of
July 2002 through January 2003.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated cost is computed by multiplying the casemonths by the average hours per case and by the
wage rate above the minimum wage and benefit rates for each PA. In addition, the payroll taxes associated
with the wage rate above the minimum wage are added.

FUNDING:
* Personal Care Services Program (PCSP)

The Title X1X federal sharing ratio is based on the following Federal Medical Assistance Percentage
rates:

Effective Dates Rates

October 1, 2001 51.40%
October 1, 2002 50.00%
October 1, 2003 50.00%
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Public Authority Services (Wages and Benefits)

FUNDING (continued):

In the current and budget year, the nonfederal share of costs for the portion of the PA wage rate above
minimum wage to $9.50 and benefits up to $0.60 per hour is split 65 percent state and 35 percent
county. For the portion of the PA wage rate above $9.50 and benefits above $0.60 per hour, the share of
nonfederal costsis 100 percent county.

The county share of costsis reflected as a reimbursement, consistent with actual cash flow.

 Resdual Program

In the current and budget year, the share of costs for the portion of the PA wage rate above minimum
wage to $9.50 and benefits up to $0.60 per hour is split 65 percent state and 35 percent county. For the
portion of the PA wage rate above $9.50 and benefits above $0.60 per hour, the share of nonfederal
costsis 100 percent county.

The county share of costsis reflected as a reimbursement, consistent with actual cash flow.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change in State General Fund/Reimbursement expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of
this premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment. The estimate has been updated to
incorporate the most current PA wage and benefit rate information.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year increase reflects casel oad growth, the full-year cost of wage and benefit increases for
existing PAs, and the full-year cost of wages and benefits for the new PAs.

227



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Public Authority Services (Wages and Benefits)
EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
PCSP 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $314,627 $410,244
Federal 0 0
State 95,521 125,893
County 0 0
Reimbursements 219,106 284,351
Residual Program 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $86,574 $113,566
Federal 0 0
State 53,233 70,060
County 0 0
Reimbursements 33,341 43,506
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Public Authority Administration

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the Public Authority (PA) administrative costs. Senate Bill 1780 (Chapter 206,
Statutes of 1996) defined the make-up and functions of PAs. A county board of supervisors may elect to
establish a PA to provide for the delivery of In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS). PAs are separate
entities from the county in which they operate. Employees of the PA shall not be employees of the county
for any reason. PAs are the employer of IHSS providers for the purposes of collective bargaining over
wages, hours, and other terms of employment. However, IHSS recipients retain the right to hire, fire, and
supervise the work of any IHSS worker providing services to them.

A PA shall provide, but isnot limited to, the following functions:

* Theprovision of assistance to recipients in finding IHSS providers through the establishment of a
registry;

* Theinvestigation of the qualifications and background of potential providers;

*  The establishment of areferral system under which IHSS providers shall be referred to recipients;

* Theprovision of training for providers and recipients; and,

*  Other functions related to the delivery of IHSS.

The PA rate includes the hourly costs for wages, employer taxes, benefits, and administrative costs. The
PA rate cannot exceed 200 percent of the current minimum wage in order to qualify for federal financial
participation. The PA must submit arate approval request to the California Department of Social Services
(CDSS). Once CDSS approves the request, it is submitted to the California Department of Health Services
(CDHYS) for final approval. After CDHS approvesthe rate, the PA can claim its costs.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 12301.6.

 Asof March 1, 2003, the assumed administrative rates are as follows:

Counties Effective Dates Admin Rate
Alameda 07-01-02 $0.12
Amador 07-01-03 171
Butte 09-01-02 0.15
Calaveras 03-01-03 1.35
Colusa 04-01-03 1.05
Contra Costa 07-01-02 0.19
10-01-02 0.18
Del Norte 04-01-03 0.62
El Dorado 02-01-03 0.77
Fresno 07-01-02 0.08
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Public Authority Administration

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

Counties Effective Dates Admin Rate
Glenn 03-01-03 0.78
Humboldt 01-01-03 0.24
Imperial 04-01-03 0.12
Inyo 04-01-03 2.85
Kern 01-01-03 0.12
Kings 11-01-02 0.23
Lake 02-01-03 0.08
L assen 04-01-03 1.43
Los Angeles 07-01-02 0.05
Madera 01-01-03 0.37
Marin 07-01-02 0.52
Mendocino 08-01-02 0.46
Merced 12-01-02 0.24
Modoc 04-01-03 2.05
Mono 04-01-03 5.79
Monterey 07-01-02 0.21
Napa 07-01-02 1.00
Nevada 04-01-03 0.29
Orange 10-01-02 0.20
Placer 12-01-02 0.40
Plumas 04-01-03 1.40
Riverside 10-01-02 0.30
Sacramento 07-01-02 0.12
San Benito 04-01-03 1.44
San Bernardino  07-01-02 0.18
San Diego 07-01-02 0.14
San Francisco 07-01-02 0.13
San Joaquin 08-01-02 0.27
San Luis Obispo  10-01-02 0.40
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Public Authority Administration

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

Counties Effective Dates Admin Rate
San Mateo 07-01-02 0.21
SantaBarbara  07-01-02 0.43
Santa Clara 07-01-02 0.20
Santa Cruz 07-01-02 1.09
12-01-02 0.59
Shasta 12-01-02 0.23
Sierra 04-01-03 3.99
Siskiyou 01-01-03 0.46
Solano 07-01-02 0.24
01-01-03 0.23
Sonoma 07-01-02 0.55
10-01-02 0.32
Sutter 04-01-03 0.86
Tehama 02-01-03 0.37
Trinity 01-01-03 0.82
Tulare 01-01-03 0.31
Ventura 01-01-03 0.47
Yolo 07-01-02 0.88
10-01-02 0.95
05-01-03 0.81
Yuba 04-01-03 0.30
METHODOLOGY:

The estimated cost is computed by multiplying the casemonths by the average hours per case by the
administrative hourly rates for each PA.
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Public Authority Administration

FUNDING:

* Inthe Personal Care Services Program (PCSP), the Title X1X federal sharing ratio is based on the
following Federal Medical Assistance Percentage rates:

Effective Dates Rates

October 1, 2001 51.40%
October 1, 2002 50.00%
October 1, 2003 50.00%

» Thenonfederal shareis split 65 percent state and 35 percent county.
* Inthe Residua Program, the State shareis 65 percent of the total, and the county share is 35 percent.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change in State General Fund/Reimbursement expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of
this premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment. The current estimate has been
updated to incorporate the most current PA administrative rate information.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year increase reflects casel oad growth, and the full-year cost of administrative activities for the
new PAS.

EXPENDITURES:

(in000's)
PCSP 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $27,555 $35,760
Federal 0 0
State 8,892 11,622
County 0 0
Reimbursements 18,663 24,138
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Public Authority Administration

EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000’ s)
Residual Program 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Total $8,211 $10,549
Federa 0 0
State 5,337 6,857
County 0 0
Reimbursements 2,874 3,692
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Non-Public Authority Individual Provider Rate Increase

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with a 5.31 percent increase over the minimum wage of In-Home
Supportive Services (IHSS) Individual Providers (IP) in Non-Public Authority (PA) counties. The IHSS
program enables eligible persons to remain in their homes as an alternative to out-of-home care. Eligible
persons are aged, blind or disabled recipients of public assistance and similar persons with low incomes.
The IPsin counties that have not established PAs or increased wages by up to 5.31 percent are paid at the
State minimum hourly wage.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2001.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 12306.2.

¢ Theminimum wage was $6.75 per hour beginning January 1, 2002. The 5.31 percent wage increaseis
over and above the effective minimum wage.

¢ With aminimum hourly wage of $6.75, the 5.31 percent rate increase is $0.36 per hour.

* The IP mode average monthly hours per caseis 82.7 for the Personal Care Services Program (PCSP),
and 77.2 for the Residual Program.

» Asof March 2003, eleven non-PA counties have implemented a wage increase for the current year.

* Inthe current year, eight counties with individual provider wages above the minimum are expected to
establish PASs, resulting in a shift of their corresponding caseloads and costs to the “PA (Wages and
Benefits)” premise.

* Inthe budget year, one non-PA county is expected to establish a PA in order to meet the employer of
record mandate. The caseload and costs of that county will shift to the “PA (Wages and Benefits)”
premise.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated cost is computed by multiplying the wage increase per hour times the projected non-PA
caseload times the average hours per case in both the PCSP and the Residual Program components.

FUNDING:

* InPCSP, the Title X1X federal sharing ratio is based on the following Federal Medical Assistance
Percentage rates:

Effective Dates Rates

October 1, 2001 51.40%
October 1, 2002 50.00%
October 1, 2003 50.00%
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FUNDING (continued):
» Thenonfederal shareis split 65 percent state and 35 percent county.

* Inthe Residua Program, the State shareis 65 percent of the total, and the county share is 35 percent.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change in State General Fund/Reimbursement expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of
this premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment. The decrease also reflects a shift in
caseload and costs to the “PA (Wages and Benefits)” premise.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year decrease reflects the additional shift of non-PA caseload and costs to the “PA (Wages and
Benefits)” premise.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
PCSP 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $3,459 $1,412
Federal 0 0
State 1,116 459
County 0 0
Reimbursements 2,343 953
Residual Program 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $941 $384
Federal 0 0
State 612 250
County 0 0
Reimbursements 329 134
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Contract Mode Augmentation

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs in the In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) Program of allowing countiesto
increase their contract rates to the maximum allowable contract rate (MACR) and expanding the contract
mode for existing or new contract mode counties by 40 percent over the Fiscal Year (FY) 1999-00 level of
contract hours. Pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code (W& IC) section 12302, the contract mode is one

of the ways a county may choose to provide IHSS.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Authorizing statute: W& IC section 12302.1.

* The contract rates as of March 1, 2003, are as follows:

Counties Contract Current
Rate MACR
Butte $12.00 $14.93
Nevada 12.88 14.93
Riverside— ADDUS 14.75 16.88
Riverside— Assisted Care 14.75
San Diego 14.79 16.37
San Francisco 20.89 19.02
San Joaquin 13.05 14.85
San Mateo 15.20 19.02
Santa Barbara 14.74 19.15
Santa Clara 17.44 17.44
Santa Cruz 15.70 18.70
Tehama 12.91 14.93
Ventura 13.06 13.87
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):
» Thecurrent MACRs are effective July 1, 2002. No additional MACR increases are assumed.

» Rateincreasesfor San Diego, Santa Barbara, and Santa Clara counties are assumed in the current year.
Rate increases for all contract mode counties are assumed in the budget year.

» Theaverage cost per hour is $15.36 in the current year, based on contract rates and hours in effect as of
March 1, 2003, and $17.11 in the budget year, based on anticipated contract rates and hours.

» Thereare 880,171 hours available for potential growth within the contract mode, based on a growth
factor of 40 percent above the FY 1999-00 level of contract hours. Growth of 4.72 percent is
anticipated for the current year, and growth of 1.04 percent (50,000 hours) is anticipated for one county
in the budget year.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated cost for the current and budget year is computed by multiplying the anticipated hours of
growth by the average cost per hour, plus the cost for counties intending to increase contract rates to their
MACR.

FUNDING:

* Inthe Personal Care Services Program (PCSP), the Title X1X federal sharing ratio is based on the
following Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP) rates:

Effective Dates Rates

October 1, 2001 51.40%
October 1, 2002 50.00%
October 1, 2003 50.00%

» Thenonfederal shareis split 65 percent state and 35 percent county.

* Inthe Residua Program, costs are split 65 percent state and 35 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change in State General Fund/Reimbursement expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of
this premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment. The current year decrease reflects
less growth in contract rates than was previously assumed.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The increase in the budget year reflects the cost for anticipated contract mode expansion, accounting for
growth that has already occurred.
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EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
PCSP 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $5,073 $9,890
Federa 0 0
State 1,637 3,214
County 0 0
Reimbursements 3,436 6,676
Residual Program 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $1,480 $2,884
Federa 0 0
State 962 1,875
County 0 0
Reimbursements 518 1,009
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Waiver Personal Care Services

DESCRIPTION:

This premise, formerly called Extended Personal Care Services (AB 668), reflects the costs for Personal
Care Servicesthat are provided above arecipient’s assessed limit in the In-Home Supportive
Services/Personal Care Services Program (IHSS/PCSP).

Assembly Bill 668 (Chapter 896, Statutes of 1998) provided for additional hours on behalf of eligible
PCSP recipientsif they needed more than the 283 monthly hours allowed under IHSS and qualified for the
Medi-Cal Skilled Nursing Facility Level of Care (SNFLOC) home and community based services waiver
program. The SNFLOC waiver program was approved by the Health Care Financing Administration
effective July 1, 1999.

The Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) has since renewed the nursing facility waiver,
which now includes A and B levels of care (NF A/B). Approval has also been received for a new waiver
for adult and pediatric subacute (NF Subacute) levels of care. “Waiver Personal Care Services’ has been
redefined in these two waivers to include services that differ from those in the state plan and which allow
beneficiaries to remain at home. Although there will no longer be a requirement that waiver consumers
receive the maximum of 283 hours of State Plan Personal Care Services (SPPCS) prior to receiving waiver
personal care services, waiver consumers must be receiving some SPPCS. Waiver personal care services
will be one option on a menu of services that waiver participants may choose from, to the extent that
waiver cost neutrality is assured. These services will be provided through the counties’ IHSS programs
and will be paid via an interagency agreement with the California Department of Social Services, or will be
provided by home health agencies.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 14132.97.

* TheNF A/B average monthly caseload is assumed to be 41 in the current year, and 94 in the budget
year. The NF Subacute average monthly caseload is assumed to be 32 in the current year, and 78 in the
budget year.

* The NF A/B average monthly hours of service per case are 231 in the current year, and 302 in the
budget year. The NF Subacute average monthly hours of service per case are 373 in the current year,
and 396 in the budget year.

e The cost per hour is assumed at $8.71.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated cost is computed by multiplying the caseload by the average hours per case by the cost per
hour by twelve months.
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FUNDING:
The Title X1X federal sharing ratio is based on the following Federal Medical Assistance Percentage rates:

Effective Dates Rates

October 1, 2001 51.40%
October 1, 2002 50.00%
October 1, 2003 50.00%

The nonfederal share of the service costs are reimbursed 100 percent by the Department of Health Services.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The current estimate reflects a slight decrease in projected casel oad and service hours, and a slight increase
in the cost per hour.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year increase reflects casel oad growth and an increase in the projected hours of service.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
PCSP 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $2,258 $6,192
Federal 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 2,258 6,192
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Tyler v. Anderson Settlement and Implementation

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects court settlement and implementation costs associated with the Tyler v. Anderson
lawsuit. The Tyler v. Anderson lawsuit was the result of misinterpreting the range-of-motion services
coverage under the In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) Program. As aresult, some counties authorized
range-of -motion services, while other counties did not. Range of motion became a covered service with the
implementation of the Personal Care Services Program (PCSP) in 1993. The plaintiffs who were denied
those services sued for retroactive payment. The lawsuit was settled on January 22, 1999.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Theretroactive payments are for Fiscal Years (FY's) 1990-91, 1991-92, and 1992-93.

* Therange-of-motion services were classified as either rubbing-of-skin services or paramedical services.

*  The minimum wage in effect during the period covered by Tyler v. Anderson was $4.25 per hour.

* Thisestimate uses a tax-to-wages ratio of 9.79 percent.

* The settlement agreement calls for seven-percent simple interest to be paid on the retroactive wages.
The interest payments will cover the period from FY 1990-91 through FY 1999-00. This premise
assumes compl etion of claim processing and paymentsin FY 2002-03.

* Theinitial estimate assumed that 482,000 notices would be mailed out to potentially eligible claimants.
This represents the number of recipients who received IHSS and the number of IHSS service providers
for FYs1990-91, 1991-92, and 1992-93. The number of responses was expected to be 51,000.

* Theinitial estimate assumed that atotal of 8,181 valid claims would be paid.

» For the budget year, address information will be updated and 170,000 notices will be re-mailed to
potentially eligible claimants. These notices were returned as undeliverable during the initial mailing.
The number of responses is expected to be 1,250.

* Thebudget year estimate assumes that atotal of 350 additional valid claims will be paid.

* Thebudget year estimate assumes that 130 claimants will receive a second notice of action, allowing
for potential adjustment of their claim.

* Thebudget year estimate assumes that 13 claims will be adjusted to reflect corrections to claims
already paid.

» Therewas an average of 47,622 rubbing-of-skin and paramedical casesin the three months preceding
the implementation of PCSP. There was an average of 52,184 rubbing-of-skin and paramedical cases
in the two months following the one-year anniversary of the implementation of PCSP, which included
range of motion as a covered service.

* Thisestimate assumes atotal of 73,642 monthly hoursin each fiscal year covered by the retroactive
payments.

*  There was amonthly average of 455,423 rubbing-of-skin and paramedical assessed hoursin the three
months preceding the implementation of PCSP. There was a monthly average of 530,714 rubbing-of-
skin and paramedical assessed hours in the two months following the one-year anniversary of the
implementation of PCSP, which included range of motion as a covered service.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

»  Program growth for the period in question is assumed at 2.19 percent.

» The administration costs associated with this premise are included in the “IHSS Court Cases” premise.

METHODOLOGY:

*  The average monthly number of cases with assessed rubbing-of-skin and paramedical hours for the
three months preceding the implementation of PCSP is compared with the monthly average for the two
months after PCSP had been implemented for one year. The difference between the two monthly
averagesis assumed to be due to the inclusion of range of motion as a covered service. The number of
monthly cases and assessed hours is adjusted for caseload growth from FY 1992-93 to FY 1993-94.
The resulting total is assumed to be the number of potentially valid cases and assessed hours.

»  The number of assessed hours was multiplied by the hourly wage rate. The resulting wage amount is
multiplied by the tax-to-wage percent to arrive at the total wages amount. The combined wage and tax
amount is multiplied by 12 monthsto arrive at an annual total. The interest rate is applied to the
annual total.

FUNDING:

Prior to FY 1992-93, Senate Bill 412 (Chapter 1438, Statutes of 1987) capped the county share at the FY
1987-88 level of expenditures. This estimate assumes that level of expenditures was met. The county
shareislimited to the costs for retroactive servicesfor FY 1992-93. The FY 1992-93 county share was 35
percent of the nonfederal portion of expenditures. All other costs associated with this premise are funded
with 100 percent State General Fund. The county share of costsis reflected as a reimbursement, consistent
with actual cash flow.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The increase reflects additional settlement costs anticipated for the budget year.
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EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $915 $1,684
Federa 0 0
State 853 1,684
County 0 0
Reimbursements 62 0
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Title XX Funding

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the Title XX social services block grant awarded to the State as well asthe TANF
funds that are transferred to Title XX. Thisfunding is provided under Title XX of the federal Social
Security Act as amended by the federal Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981. Federal funding for
social services has been given to states under Title XX since October 1981. In order to qualify for these
funds, a state must prepare an expenditure plan prior to the start of the state fiscal year that is consistent
with the five Title XX goals:

1. Achieving or maintaining economic self-support to prevent, reduce, or e€liminate dependency;
Achieving or maintaining self-sufficiency, including reduction or prevention of dependency;

Preventing or remedying neglect, abuse or exploitation of children or adults unable to protect their
own interests, or preserving, rehabilitating or reuniting families;

4. Preventing or reducing inappropriate institutional care by providing for community-based care,
home-based care, or other forms of less intensive care; and,

5. Securing referral or admission for institutional care when other forms of care are not appropriate,
or providing servicesto individualsin institutions.

Through State Fiscal Year (SFY) 1992-93, Title XX funds were used exclusively to fund the In-Home
Supportive Services (IHSS) Program. With the implementation of the Title XI1X Personal Care Services
Programin 1993, a portion of the Title XX funds was shifted to other eligible programs. Those funds now
support the following programs:

* IHSS Residual Program (goals 3 and 4);

e Child Welfare Services (CWS) (goals 3 and 4);

» Deaf Access Program (goals 1 and 2); and,

e Community Care Licensing (CCL) (goas 3 and 4).

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 13000 through 13008.

» State legislation permits Title XX funds to be used in the IHSS Residual Program to supplant the State
share without affecting county funds.

* InCWS, for SFY 2002-03, $146.1 million in Title XX funds are being shifted to the Department of
Developmental Services (DDS). In addition, $27 million in TANF funds are being transferred to Title
XX to be used in CWS to supplant the State share of CWS eligible expenditures. For SFY 2003-04,
$147.9 million in Title XX funds are being shifted to DDS. In addition, $54.0 million in TANF funds
are being transferred to Title XX to be used in CWS: $26 million to supplant the State share of CWS
eligible expenditures, and $28 million to fund the CWS Redesign/Program Improvement Plan (PIP).

* Inthe Deaf Access Program, $3.2 million Title XX funds will reduce State General Fund (GF) in an
otherwise 100 percent GF program.

 InCCL, $2.0 million Title XX funds will be used for non-Title IV-E claimable costs.
* In State Support, $52.1 million Title XX fundswill be used in CCL.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

* In Ca-WORKs Substance Abuse Services, $2 million in TANF grant dollars will be transferred into
the Title XX Block Grant for the Low Income Women's Program. The Low Income Women's
Program serves low income and homeless addicted women. The program provides case management,
outpatient counseling, employment services, and other transitional services to women with income at
or below 200 percent of the federal poverty level.

* Inthe current year, the Budget Act provides that atotal of $20.0 million of TANF funds may be
transferred to Title XX for child care: $10 million for CDSS' Stage One Child Care program and $10
million for the California Department of Education’s (CDE) child care programs, in order to broaden
access to Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) benefits for low-income children in
proprietary child care centers. In the budget year, it is assumed that the same transfers may occur.

* TheTitle XX funding awarded to Californiawas $203.5 million for Federal Fiscal Y ear (FFY) 2002,
$205.3 million for FFY 2003, and is estimated to be $205.3 million for FFY 2004. An additional $95.3
million in TANF grant dollars will be transferred to Title XX in SFY 2002-03, and $130.1 millionin
SFY 2003-04.

* TheFFY awards are adjusted to conform to SFY funding needs.

METHODOLOGY:

* InIHSS, for SFY 2002-03, $48.3 million in TANF funds are being transferred to Title XX to fund
Residual services for children, as well as $27.0 million to supplant the State share of CWS
expenditures. For SFY 2003-04, $54.1 million in TANF funds are being transferred to Title XX to
fund residual services for children, aswell as $26.0 million to supplant the State share of CWS
expenditures, and $28.0 million for the CWS Redesign / PIP.

* For SFY 2002-03, $146.1 million will be transferred to DDS, and for SFY 2003-04, $147.9 million will
be transferred to DDS.

» For the remaining programs, funding is maintained at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.

FUNDING:
Title XX isafederal block grant that does not require a state or county match.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The current year reflects an increase in the TANF transfer to Title XX.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The growth in the budget year reflects an increase in the Title XX Block Grant and an increase in the
TANF transfer to Title XX for ClWORK s Substance Abuse and IHSS, offset partially by adecrease in the
TANF transfer to Title XX for CWS.
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EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)

2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Total Title XX $298,758 $335,395
Title XX Grant 203,467 205,263
TANF Transfer In 05,291 130,132
IHSS (Item 111) $0 $0
Federal 0 0
State 0 0
IHSS (Transfer from
TANF)
Federd 48,273 54,100
State -48,273 -54,100
CWS (Item 151) $146,107 $175,903
CWS (Title XX Transfer $146,107 $147,903
to DDS)
Federd 146.107 147.903
State 0 0
CWS (Transfer from
TANF)
Federd 27,018 54,032
State -27,018 -26,032
DEAF ACCESS
(Item 151) $0 $0
Federd 3,200 3,200
State -3,200 -3,200
CCL (Item 151) $0 $0
Federd 2,019 2,019
State -2,019 -2,019
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EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
CCL (State Support) $0 $0
Federal 52,141 52,141
State -52,141 -52,141
CalWORKsChild Care
(Transfer from TANF) 1
$20,000 $20,000
Federal 20,000 20,000
State 0 0
CalWORK s Substance
Abuse (Transfer from
TANF) $0 $2,000
Federal 0 2,000
State 0 0

1 TANF transfer to Title XX is contingent upon DOF' s approval.
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Title XIX Reimbursement — In-Home Supportive
Services/CSBG/Child Welfare Services

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the level of reimbursement associated with Title X1X eligible services. Federal
financial participation (FFP) is authorized under Title X1X of the federal Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.,
section 1396, et. seq.). Certain In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) and assessment and eligibility
activities, and certain county services block grant (CSBG) activities, including adult protective services
(APS), are eligible for Title XIX federal funding. Additionaly, certain health-related (HR) activitiesin the
Child Welfare Services (CWS) Program are eligible for these funds.

The Cadlifornia Department of Socia Services has coordinated with the Department of Health Servicesto
establish the necessary claiming processes to identify the applicable FFP.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
IHSS

* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code (W& IC) sections 12300 through 12314.

* ThelHSS Personal Care Services Program (PCSP) is eligible for Title XIX funding at the Federal
Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP).

CWS
e Authorizing statute: W& IC section 16500.
CSBG/APS

* Authorizing statute: W& IC sections 13004 through 13007 (CSBG) and sections 15703 through
15705.40 (APS).

METHODOLOGY:
|HSS PCSP

» TheTitle XIX federal sharing ratio is based on the FMAP rate of 51.40 percent effective October 1,
2001, the FMAP rate of 50.00 percent effective October 1, 2002, and the FMAP rate of 50.00 percent
effective October 1, 2003.

IHSS Administration

» HRactivitiesin support of Medi-Cal eligible recipients are eligible for Title X1X reimbursement at 50
percent. Activities performed by skilled professional medical personnel or related staff are eligible for
Title XIX reimbursement at an enhanced rate of 75 percent.

CWS

e For Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03, the Title XIX reimbursement of $36.2 million was calculated using
individual county usage rates developed from FY 2000-01 actual expenditures. For FY 2003-04, the
Title XI1X reimbursement of $35.6 million was calculated using individual county usage rates
developed from FY 2001-02 actual expenditures.
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METHODOLOGY (continued):

CSBG/APS

» HRactivitiesin support of Medi-Cal eligible recipients are eligible for Title X1X reimbursement at 50
percent. Activities performed by skilled professional medical personnel or related staff are eligible for

Title XIX reimbursement at an enhanced rate of 75 percent.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The estimate has been updated to reflect current data.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincreaseisdueto anincreasein Title XIX eligible expenditures.

EXPENDITURES:

(in000's) 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant

Title XIX Total $1,234,505 $1,370,837
Total PCSP $1,058,735 $1,185,101
IHSS Services Basic 1,058,735 1,185,101

Total Health-Related $175,770 $185,736
IHSS Administration 106,515 117,126

CWS 36,196 35,565

CSBG 10,960 10,960

APS 22,099 22,085
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In-Home Supportive Services Administration —
Basic Costs

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs of county welfare departments for administering the In-Home Supportive
Services (IHSS) Program. Assembly Bill 1773 (Chapter 939, Statutes of 1992) required the California
Department of Health Services to submit a Medicaid state plan amendment to the federal Health Care
Financing Administration to include a portion of the IHSS Program as a covered service. The IHSS
Program provides in-home services to the aged, blind and disabled to help individuals maintain an
independent living arrangement and to avoid institutionalization.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
The Title X1X digible Personal Care Services Program was implemented in April of 1993.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 12300 through 12314 and 14132.95.

» Thesocia worker (SW) unit cost is held at $60.55 per hour in the current and budget years.
* The standard hours per case are 11.5 hours.

» For the current year, the Supported Individual Provider (SIP) expenditures are held to the
appropriation. For the budget year, the SIP expenditures are assumed to increase with casel oad
growth. The estimated caseload growth is 10.1 percent in the current year and 8.9 percent in the
budget year.

» Theestimated Title X1X reimbursement percentage is 48.07 percent in the current year, based on
actual expenditure information as reported on the county administrative expense claim for the last two
guarters of Fiscal Year (FY) 2000-01 and the first two quarters of FY 2001-02. The estimated Title
XIX reimbursement percentage is 48.77 percent in the budget year, based on expenditure information
as reported on the county administrative expense claim for the last two quarters of FY 2001-02 and the
first two quarters of FY 2002-03.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated cost is computed by multiplying the caseload times the standard hours per case times the SW
unit cost, plus the estimated SIP costs.

FUNDING:

» The State and county sharing ratios are 70 percent and 30 percent, respectively, of the nonfederal
share.

e TheTitle XIX reimbursements are as follows:

(@) Costsincurred from activitiesto help Medi-Cal eligible adults are eligible for Title XIX
reimbursements at either 75 percent or 50 percent, depending on the type of service provider; and,

(b) Costsincurred from non-health related activities are not eligible for Title X1X reimbursements.
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Basic Costs

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change in State General Fund/county fund expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of this
premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The budget year increase reflects greater caseload growth than was previously projected.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly 301,807 328,697
Caseload
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $217,697 $235,731
Federal 0 0
State 79,133 84,533
County 33,917 36,232
Reimbursements 104,647 114,966
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County Employer of Record (AB 2235)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost of administrative activities necessary for counties to act as the employer of
record for In-Home Supportive Service (IHSS) providers. Counties may choose to act as the employer of
record for IHSS individual providers to achieve compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 1682.

AB 2235 (Chapter 1135, Statutes of 2002) further requires any county, not in compliance with the
mandates of AB 1682 within a specified timeframe, to act as the employer of record for collective
bargaining purposes. To comply, counties must provide documentation, no later than January 15, 2003, in
support of compliance, or detailed information in support of delayed compliance by March 31, 2003.
Counties that do not provide required documentation, or meet the delayed compliance deadline, will
automatically default to act as the employer of record.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 12300 through 12314 and 14132.95.

* The estimate assumes that five counties will act as the employer of record in the current year, and four
counties will act as the employer of record in the budget year.

» For the current year, this estimate assumes an annual cost of $135,000 for Alpine, Amador, Mariposa,
and Tuolomne counties, and an annual cost of $392,000 for Stanislaus County.

» For the budget year, this estimate assumes a cost of $170,000 for Alpine and Tuolumne counties,
$560,000 for Mariposa County, and $617,089 for Stanislaus County.

* Theestimated Title X1X reimbursement percentage is 48.07 percent in the current year, based on
actual expenditure information as reported on the county administrative expense claims for the last two
quarters of Fiscal Year (FY) 2000-01 and the first two quarters of FY 2001-02. The estimated Title
XIX reimbursement percentage is 48.77 percent in the budget year, based on expenditure information
as reported on the county administrative expense claims for the last two quarters of FY 2001-02 and
the first two quarters of FY 2002-03.

METHODOLOGY:

» Thecurrent year estimated cost is the sum of the projected annual costs for Alpine, Amador, Mariposa,
Stanislaus, and Tuolumne counties.

»  Thebudget year estimated cost is the sum of the projected annual costs for each county, excluding
Amador. Amador County anticipates a shift to the Public Authority mode of service for the budget
year.

FUNDING:
The State and county sharing ratios are 70 percent and 30 percent, respectively, of the nonfederal share.
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County Employer of Record (AB 2235)

May 2003 Revise

The change in State General Fund/county fund expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of this
premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year increase reflects higher administrative costs.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)

Total
Federal
State
County

Reimbursements

2002-03
Grant
$933

0

339

145

449

2003-04
Grant
$1,519

545
233
741
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In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) Program
Court Cases

DESCRIPTION:
This premise reflects the costs associated with related court settlements and estimated attorney fees.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

Tyler v. Anderson

* TheTyler v. Anderson lawsuit involved the denial of range-of-motion services to an IHSS recipient.
The lawsuit was the result of misinterpreted instructions regarding coverage of range-of-motion
services under the IHSS Program. As aresult, some recipients were authorized range-of-motion
services while others were not. Range-of-motion became a covered service with the implementation of
the Personal Care Services Programin 1993. The plaintiffs who were denied those services sued for
retroactive payment. The lawsuit was settled on January 22, 1999.

* Theestimated cost for modifying the Case Management Information and Payrolling System (CMIPS)
and final closeout activities associated with the Tyler v. Anderson lawsuit is $150,000 for the budget
year.

Other Court Cases

* Theestimate for attorney fees and settlement costs relating to other court casesis based in part on
actual costs that have already been paid on cases settled in the current year, and the Legal Division’s
projection of cases that will be settled and paid before the end of the budget year.

METHODOLOGY:

» Thecurrent year estimated cost is the sum of the CMIPS modification costs, settlement costs and
attorney fees plus $40,000 for other miscellaneous court cases. The costs for other miscellaneous court
cases represent attorney fees and settlement costs. These are state-only costs.

» The budget year estimated cost is the sum of the CMIPS modification costs plus $40,000 for other
miscellaneous court cases. The costs for the other miscellaneous court cases represent attorney fees
and settlement costs. These are state-only costs.

FUNDING:

The CMIPS modification costs are funded using the state and county administrative sharing ratio of 70
percent and 30 percent, respectively. IHSS costs for case settlement and attorney fees are funded with 100
percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The estimate reflects adelay of closeout activities for the Tyler v. Anderson lawsuit until the
budget year.
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In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) Program
Court Cases

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The decrease reflects lower settlement costs and attorney fees projected for the budget year.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $229 $190
Federal 0 0
State 229 145
County 0 45
Reimbursements 0 0

258



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

In-Home Supportive Services - Advisory Committees

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost for counties to establish and operate In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS)
advisory committees as required by Assembly Bill (AB) 1682 (Chapter 90, Statutes of 1999). AB 1682
mandated that counties act as or establish an employer-of-record for IHSS providers on or before January
1, 2003, and establish advisory committees for this purpose. The advisory committees must be established
before implementation of the employer-of-record mandate and must submit recommendations to the Board
of Supervisors on the preferred mode of IHSS service to be utilized in the county.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented July 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 12300 through 12314.

* The estimate assumes the average annual cost for advisory committees is $53,000 per county.

» The estimate assumes that all counties, except San Diego County, would establish and operate advisory
committeesin the current and budget years.

* Theestimated Title X1X reimbursement percentage is 47.00 percent in the current and budget year,
based on actual expenditure information as reported on the county administrative expense claims for
Fiscal Year (FY) 2001-02.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated cost is computed by multiplying the average annual cost per county times the number of
counties estimated to establish and operate advisory committees.

FUNDING:

The federal Title X1X reimbursement represents 47.00 percent of the total funding in the current and
budget years. The remaining nonfederal shareisfunded with 100 percent State General Fund (GF).

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change in State General Fund/county fund expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of this
premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.
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In-Home Supportive Services - Advisory Committees

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)

Total
Federal
State
County

Reimbursements

2002-03
Grant
$3,020
0

1,601

0

1,419

2003-04
Grant
$3,020

1,601

1,419
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Foster Care & NAFS Administrative Costs — Basic

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the administrative costs and staff development costs for the Foster Care (FC) and
Non-Assistance Food Stamps (NAFS) programs. Basic administrative costs reflect county welfare
department (CWD) budget requests as modified by a cost containment system pursuant to Welfare and
Institutions Code (W& IC) section 14154. The FC administrative costs include the county administration
for the Adoption Assistance Program (AAP). County eligibility workers are required to perform
administrative functions related to AAP. Specifically, verification of linkage to the Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families (TANF) Program (formerly Aid to Families with Dependent Children Program) is
required for all new AAP cases to establish federa or nonfedera eligibility. Linkageis based on the
child’ s situation at the time of removal from the natural home. The child must meet the general eligibility
requirements for TANF and qualify as either afederal or state-only foster care case. Recertification isalso
required on abiennial basis.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise is an annual appropriation.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: W& IC section 14154,

* Anadjustment for caseload increase of 6.4 percent was made to the NAFS estimate and 3.2 percent to
the FC estimate.

o Effective October 2002, viathe H.R. 2646 Farm Bill, the federal government reinstated food stamp
eligibility to noncitizens who have been in the United States for five years or more. The California
Food Assistance Program (CFAP) funding associated with the Farm Bill are now identified separately
and are no longer included in NAFS Basic.

* Theestimates for NAFS and FC administrative costs were not adjusted for the cost of doing business
because of lower revenues and other demands on the available State General Fund (GF).

METHODOLOGY:
FY 2002-03

* NAFSand FC estimate is being held to the November Subvention level.

FY 2003-04

* FCedtimateis adjusted for the projected caseload increase of 3.2 percent.

» Staff development for NAFS and FC and AAP were based on the most current actual expenditures.
* NAFSestimateis adjusted for the projected casel oad increase of 6.4 percent.

e A technica adjustment was made to EDP costs.
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Foster Care & NAFS Administrative Costs — Basic
FUNDING:
Unit Costs 2002-03 2003-04
Eligibility Worker Cost per Hour
Foster Care $55.77 $55.77
NAFS $58.27 $58.27

In FY 2002-03, FC & NAFS costs are shared 50 percent federal, 35 percent state, and 15 percent county.

In FY 2003-04, NAFS costs are shared 50 percent federal, 35 percent state and 15 percent county. FC
costs are shared 50 percent federal, 25 percent state and 25 percent county as aresult of the proposed FY
2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

Note: FY 2002-03, W& IC section 15204.4 requires a maintenance of effort (MOE) from the counties
based on expenditures during FY 1996-97, which include the administration of food stamps. Please
reference the “ County MOE Adjustment” premise.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

In FY 2003-04, NAFS and FC estimates were updated for casel oad growth and actual expendituresin Staff
Development and in NAFS, atechnical adjustment to EDP costs. For NAFS, the budget year reflects
exclusion of this premise from the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment. For FC, the change
in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios for the nonfederal share of costsas a
result of the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change is due to updated casel oad growth and a technical adjustment to EDP costs. For NAFS, the
change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of this premise from the proposed FY
2003-04 State and Local Realignment. For FC, the GF reduction in the budget year reflects inclusion of
this premise in the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
Foster Care 2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $95,380 $99,055
Federa 47,915 49,751
State 34,286 24,691
County 13,179 24,613
Reimbursements 0 0
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Foster Care & NAFS Administrative Costs — Basic
EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000’ s)

2002-03 2003-04
NAFS

County Admin. County Admin.
Total $384,440 $414,516
Federal 192,464 207,565
State 145,012 156,257
County 46,964 50,694
Reimbursements 0 0
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Financial Audits

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with providing financial assistance to group homes (GH) and
foster family agencies (FFA) for the conduct of annual financial audits. These payments are authorized
under Senate Bill 933 (Chapter 311, Statutes of 1998).

In order to receive afoster carerate, all GH programs and FFA programs that provide treatment services
are required to have afinancial audit conducted on an annual basis. FFA treatment providers and GHs with
alicensed capacity of 12 or less are eligible for partia reimbursement of the costs of such financial audits.
Federal law also requires FFA and GH providers with federal expenditures over $300,000 to conduct an
annual audit under Office of Management and Budget Circular A-133 (OMB A-133) requirements. An
OMB A-133 audit requires afinancial review conducted under government auditing standards, areview of
internal accounting controls and program compliance and areview of allowable activities and costs
specific to the Title IV-E Foster Care Program.

In recognition of the fact that audit costs will be a greater burden for small providersrelative to their
revenues and expenditures, financial assistance will be provided on a dliding scale basis to offset the costs
of the audit.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise became effectivein Fiscal Year (FY) 2000-01. The change to audits being conducted on a
triennial basis became effective FY 2002-03.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11466.21.

* Andigible provider may receive up to $2,500 annually, or one-half of the costs of the actual audit,
whichever isless.

»  The Department shall review and determine that the financial audit report meets specified requirements
prior to approval of reimbursement.

e Claimsfor reimbursement are held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level for the current year
(CY), and are projected to be 113 for the budget year (BY).

» Based on actual claims, the average reimbursement for afinancial audit is $1,850.

» Effective FY 2002-03, annual audit requirements for facilities with a licensed capacity of 12 or less
that receive less than $300,000 federal funds per year were changed to atriennial basis.

» Facilitieswith a capacity of 12 or less that receive $300,000 or more in federal funds per year are still
required under A-133 to conduct annual audits but are no longer eligible for reimbursement.

METHODOLOGY:

The costs of providing financial assistance for the conduct of auditsin the BY is calculated by multiplying
the number of eligible claims by the average reimbursement rate. The CY costs were held at the Budget
Act of 2002 Appropriation level.
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Financial Audits

FUNDING:

Reimbursements of financial audit claims are funded with 100 percent State General Fund (GF) in CY and
50 percent GF and 50 percent county fundsin BY.

CHANGE FROM THE PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The BY reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY reflects an increase due to updated information. The GF reduction in the BY reflects revised
sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’s) 2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.

Total $125 $209

Federa 0 0

State 125 105

County 0 104
Reimbursements 0 0
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Food Stamp Administrative Reduction

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the reduction in federal reimbursement of California’ s food stamp administrative
costs based on amounts charged to the former Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) Program
that could have been allocated to the Food Stamps and Medi-Cal programs for common administrative
costs. Section 501 of the Agriculture Research, Extension, and Education Reform Act of 1998 (Public Law
(P.L.) 105-185) required states to determine such common administrative costs during the State’s
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program base year, Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 1995.

The TANF block grant, which replaced the AFDC Program, is based on the historical spending levels of
the former program. With the elimination of the AFDC Program and the approval of revised public
assistance cost allocation plans, the federal Office of Management and Budgets (OMB) cost principles
applicable to the states (OMB Circular A-87) required that common costs be allocated to all benefiting
programs. Consequently, California had to determine the amount of common costs attributabl e to
eligibility determinations charged to AFDC that could have been alocated to the Food Stamp (FS)
Program. In order to assist in this process, the federal Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS)
issued a guide entitled, “Implementation of Cost Allocation Determinations under the Agriculture
Research, Extension and Education Reform Act.” This guide provided direction to the statesin
determining their AFDC total base year administrative expenditures. Californiareviewed the base year’s
cost alocation methodology and the administrative costs charged to the AFDC Program. The California
Department of Social Services used a primary program cost alocation methodology rather than a
benefiting program cost allocation methodol ogy for the county administrative costs during the TANF block
grant base year, FFY 1995. Asaresult, Californiareceived federal approval of its proposed reduction
amount on January 15, 1999.

The amount attributable to food stampsis to be deducted from food stamps administrative claims. The
provisions of P.L. 105-185 stipulate that states may not use TANF funds to pay for this reduction, nor does
it provide for a decrease in the maintenance of effort expenditures under TANF.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on October 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
e Authorizing statute: P.L. 105-185, section 501.

» Based on areview of quarterly federal financial reports submitted to DHHS during FFY 1995, the total
federal share of common administrative expenditures was $280,097,927.

* Non-AFDC Program administrative costs and discrete AFDC costs, as defined in the guide, were
identified in quarterly federal financial reports. These costs, as well as other allowable adjustments
stipulated in the guide, totaled $59,412,705 and were deducted from the total federal share of common
administrative expenditures.

e Cdifornia s AFDC total base year administrative expenditure is $220,685,222.
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Food Stamp Administrative Reduction

METHODOLOGY:

» Cdliforniaelected to use the optional formula described in the guide to determine the amount of the FS
administrative reimbursement reduction. The optional formulaisto multiply the AFDC total base year
administrative expenditure by 80 percent and divide by three (for the three benefiting programs of
AFDC, FS, and Medi-Cal).

« Cdlifornia s FS administrative reimbursement reduction is $58,849,393 ($220,685,222 x 0.80 + 3).

» Assuming that the TANF block grant will be reauthorized at the same level, Californiawill continueto
reflect the reduction to the FS administrative claims.

FUNDING:
The cost is funded with 100 percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The budget year reflects exclusion of this premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and L ocal
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $0 $0
Federal -58,849 -58,849
State 58,849 58,849
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Food Stamp Sanction Settlement

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects costs associated with a sanction imposed on the State by the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) due to county quality control (QC) error rates being above the national
average. California's overpayment error rate was 12.64 percent and its underpayment rate was 4.73 percent
resulting in a combined food stamp error rate of 17.37 percent for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2001. The
national average combined error rate for FFY 2001 was 8.66 percent. Since California s combined error
rate exceeded the national performance measure, Californiais subject to an unadjusted liability of
$138,956,123. The USDA Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) adjusted the liability amount to
$115,755,306 in order to account for the high proportion of earners and immigrantsin California’'s
caseload. The USDA FNS further adjusted the liability to $114,305,661 due to aformula error.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
The settlement of the FFY 2001 liability is still being negotiated.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Thefederal food stamp sanction isimposed pursuant to Title 7, Code of Federal Regulations, section
275.23.

* The Department is currently appealing the amount of the FFY 2001 Food Stamp Sanction liability with
FNS.

»  Settlement and payment of the Food Stamp Sanction are anticipated to be delayed due to the appeal
process.

*  Unexpended funds from the current year will be reappropriated in the budget year. This includes
$300,000 of current year funds proposed to be used in budget year to implement an improved web-
based quality control and data collection system that will also assist in the food stamp error rate
reduction.

METHODOLOGY:

Funds are included for contract servicesto appeal the sanction and pursue error rate reduction activities.

FUNDING:

The contract services are funded 100 percent with State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.
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Food Stamp Sanction Settlement

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

No funds are budgeted for the budget year as settlement agreements are till pending and the amount of
unexpended funds from the current year is not yet known.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $1,500 $0
Federal 0 0
State 1,500 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Food Stamp Employment and Training Program

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for the Food Stamp Employment and Training (FSET) Program, which
provides job search assistance, work experience and supportive servicesto eligible Non-Assistance Food
Stamp Program recipients. This program was established under the Food Security Act of 1985 (Public Law
(P.L.) 99-198). Employment and training opportunities enable recipients to become self-sufficient and
reduce their need for food stamps. Some participants are geographically excluded due to reasons such as
sparse population, great distances and lack of transportation. Individual county plans are devel oped that
specify the job services, training and supportive services available to participants.

The United States Department of Agriculture Food and Nutrition Service (USDA-FNS) provides
unmatched federal employment and training funding each year. The Food Stamp Reauthorization Act of
2002 (Public Law 107-171), signed into law on May 13, 2002, and effective October 1, 2002, made
significant changes to the FSET Program. The changes include freezing the base unmatched federal funds
at the federal fiscal year (FFY) 2002 level through FFY 2007, adding certain criteriafor a second
component of unmatched federal funds each year from FFY 2002 through FFY 2007, eliminating a
maintenance of effort requirement retroactive to October 1, 2001, rescinding carry-over of unmatched
federal funds from years prior to FFY 2002 (unless states have already obligated the funds prior to the date
of enactment), and changing the federal formulafor allocating FSET funds to states. In addition, the
legislation eliminated a $175 and $30 limit for offered and filled slots, a $25 limit on participant
reimbursement for transportation and ancillary costs and an 80/20 spending requirement for Able Bodied
Adult Without Dependents (ABAWDS) in qualifying FSET activities.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on April 1, 1987.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 18901.

» Therearecurrently 27 counties participating in the FSET Program and 26 will continue to participate
in FY 2003-04.

* The SFY 2002-03 costs for this program were based on local assistance costs identified in the FSET
Program state plans for FFY s 2002 and 2003, approved 100 percent enhanced federal funds for FFY
2002, and FFY 2001 carryover funds.

» The SFY 2003-04 costs for this program were based on the local assistance costs identified in the
approved 100 percent enhanced federal funds for FFY 2003 FSET Program state plan.

e Cdiforniawill not qualify for second component funding under the new federal rules, which require
that states commit an FSET dlot to every ABAWD at risk of losing eligibility, because only half of the
counties participatein FSET. Thetotal 100 percent federal funds allocated to Californiawere reduced
from $23.4 million in FFY 2002 to $8.8 million in FFY 2003 due to the elimination of second
component funding.

* Thechangeinthe FSET funding allocation formulawill reduce California s allocation of 100 percent
federal funds from $8,827,374 in FFY 2002 to $7,113,981 in FFY 2003.
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Food Stamp Employment and Training Program

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

* The$7,260,545 in approved FFY 2001 carryover funds will not be impacted by the Food Stamp
Reauthorization Act of 2002.

METHODOLOGY:

» SFY 2002-03 represents 25 percent of the total amount of the approved FFY 2002 FSET Program state
plan and 75 percent of the total amount in the FFY 2003 FSET Program state plan.

* SFY 2003-04 represents 100 percent of the amount in the FFY 2003 FSET Program state plan.

FUNDING:

The costs in excess of the enhanced funding cap and for participant reimbursement are shared 50 percent
federal and 50 percent county.1

2002-03: Total Federal State (cap) County
(in 000’ s)
Enhanced Funds (100 percent) $11,097 $11,097 $0 $0
Normal Funds* $48,926 $24,463 $0 $24,463
Participant Reimbursement $7,698 $3,849 $0 $3,849
Total $67,721 $39,409 $0 $28,312
2003-04: Total Federal State (cap) County
(in 000’ s)
Enhanced Funds (100 percent) $7,114 $7,114 $0 $0
Normal Funds? $54,530 $27,265 $0 $27,265
Participant Reimbursement $6.824 $3.412 $0 $3.412
Total $68,468 $37,791 $0 $30,677

1 Normal funds are used once costs exceed the enhanced funding cap and participant reimbursement costs.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The costs were updated to reflect federally approved funding levels.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The costs were updated to reflect federally approved and proposed funding levels.
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Food Stamp Employment and Training Program

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $67,721 $68,468
Federal 39,409 37,791
State 0 0
County 28,312 30,677
Reimbursements 0 0
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California Nutrition Promotion Network

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the amount of federal matching funds that the California Department of Social
Services (CDSS) passes through to the Department of Health Services (DHS). The California Nutrition
Promotion Network is a statewide marketing campaign to promote healthy eating and physical activity
among food stamp recipients. The Network is a collaborative effort among DHS, CDSS, the California
Department of Education, the University of California Cooperative Extension, and private agencies. The
Cdlifornia Nutrition Promotion Network partners with faith communities, local health departments, parks
and recreation departments, and school districts. DHS is the lead agency administering the project. CDSS
serves as the pass-through agency for the matching federal funds.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on October 1, 1996.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Thecurrent year (CY) funding is based on the budgets approved by the Food and Nutrition Service
(FNS) for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2002 of $53,866,893 and the proposed budget of FFY 2003 of
$66,898,444.

» The proposed budget for FFY 2003 of $66,898,444 was used to estimate funding for the budget year
(BY).

METHODOLOGY:

* TheCY estimateis based on one quarter of FFY 2002 approved funds and the total proposed budget
for FFY 2003.

» Effective with the November 2002 Subvention, the budget was changed to reflect FFY totals rather
than state fiscal year totals. Due to this change, it was necessary to reflect 15 months of funding in the
CY (thelast quarter of FFY 2002 and the total amount for FFY 2003).

* TheBY estimate is based on the proposed funding for FFY 2003.

FUNDING:
The pass-through consists of 100 percent FNS federal funds.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
This premise reflects an update to the proposed budget for FFY 2003.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The BY reflects the total amount for FFY 2003 opposed to 15 months of funding.
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California Nutrition Promotion Network
EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $80,365 $66,898
Federal 80,365 66,898
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Food Stamp Nutrition Education Plan

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the amount of federal matching funds that the California Department of Social
Services (CDSS) passes through to the University of California Cooperative Extension (UCCE). Food
stamp applicants and recipients will be provided nutrition education servicesin 41 counties by local
university county extension offices. California’'s Food Stamp Nutrition Education Plan is a cooperative
effort between CDSS and UCCE. CDSS serves as the pass-through agency for the matching federal funds.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 1995.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Thecurrent year (CY) funding is based on the actual expenditures for the last quarter of Federal Fiscal
Year (FFY) 2002 of $2,203,834 and the approved budget for FFY 2003 of $4,058,314.

» Theapproved budget for FFY 2003 of $4,058,314 was used to estimate funding for the budget year
(BY).

METHODOLOGY:

* TheCY estimateisbased on the last quarter of FFY 2002 actual expenditures and the total proposed
budget for FFY 2003.

» Effective the November 2002 Subvention, the budget was changed to reflect FFY totals rather than
state fiscal year totals. Dueto this change, it was necessary to reflect 15 months of funding in the CY
(the last quarter of actuals for FFY 2002 and the total amount for FFY 2003).

* TheBY estimate is based on the proposed funding for FFY 2003.

FUNDING:
The pass-through consists of 100 percent FNS federal funds.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The budget year reflects the total amount for FFY 2003 opposed to 15 months of funding.
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EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $6,262 $4,058
Federal 6,262 4,058
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Electronic Benefit Transfer Wireless Point-of-Sale
Devices for Farmers’ Markets

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with Point-Of-Sale (POS) devices for farmers markets using
Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT). The costs include monthly fees and transaction fees for merchants at
farmers’ markets and produce stands to participate in the statewide EBT system via wireless POS devices.

Pursuant to Title 7 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) section 274.12(h)(1), al retailers must be given the
opportunity to participate in the EBT system. However, it has become clear that the merchants at farmers
markets and produce stands are not able redeem food stamp benefits under the EBT system because they
are not equipped for debit transactions. The one-time cost for the POS devices and activation fees are
included in the EBT automation project premise.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

* Implementation of EBT-POS devices for farmers markets began in some counties in October 2002.
» A total of 51 counties are expected to implement the use of EBT-POS devices for farmers' markets.

* Nineteen counties will implement by the end of the current year (CY), with the remaining 32 counties
implementing in the budget year (BY).

e The counties will implement based on the EBT implementation schedule.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 10077, 7 CFR section 274.12(h)(1).

» Thefarmers markets and produce stands in the implementing counties will be using wireless POS
devices.

« Thetotal number of devices needed for the farmers' marketsin the 51 countiesis 240.
e Themonthly feeis based on $17 per device.

» A tota of 44 devices areto be installed throughout the CY, resulting in 273 monthly fee charges. By the
end of BY all 240 deviceswill be installed, resulting in 2,562 monthly fee charges.

» Thetransaction feeis based on $0.13 per food stamp transaction.

*  The number of monthly transactions is based on 30 transactions per device used four market days per
month, or 120 EBT transactions per device per month.

* Thetotal number of transactionin CY is 16,908 and BY is 270,708.

* Itisassumed that the Richmond Farmers Market will be down from December through April each
year.

279



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Electronic Benefit Transfer Wireless Point-of-Sale
Devices for Farmers’ Markets

METHODOLOGY:

» The costs associated with monthly fees are determined by multiplying the total number of POS devices
in operation each month by the $17 monthly fee (e.g., for CY, 273 x $17).

» The costs associated with transaction fees are determined by multiplying the estimated food stamp
transactions per month by the $0.13 transaction fee (e.g., for CY, 16,908 x $0.13).

» The savings associated with monthly fees are determined by multiplying the number of months the
Richmond Farmers Market will be down (five months) by the $17 monthly fee (5 x $17 x 1 device).

»  The savings associated with transaction fees are determined by multiplying the number of months the
Richmond Farmers Market will be down (five months) by the $0.13 transaction fee (5 x 120 x $0.13).

FUNDING:
These costs are shared 50 percent federal (FNS) and 50 percent State General Fund (GF).

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

This premise has been updated to reflect the revised implementation schedule for participating counties.
The budget year reflects exclusion of this premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year reflects full-year costs for those counties that implemented in the current year, and
exclusion of this premise from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
ITEM 141 - Food 2002-03 2003-04
Stamp Administration
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $6 $78
Federal 3 39
State 3 39
County 0
Reimbursements 0
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Electronic Benefit Transfer Administrative Impact
DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the net impact to county administrative costs associated with eliminating the current
Food Stamp delivery system and California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CaWORKS)
warrant issuance and delivery, and implementing new activities for the Statewide Electronic Benefit
Transfer (EBT) Project. Public Law 104-193, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996, mandates an EBT system for Food Stamps (FS) by October 2002.

Assembly Bill (AB) 1542 (Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997) establishes the authority for a statewide EBT
system to issue food stamp benefits and, at county option, the issuance of cash benefits. At thistime, 38
counties have selected to use EBT for delivery of CAlWORK s benefits. EBT uses debit card technology
and retailer point-of-sale terminal s to automate benefit authorization, delivery, redemption and financial
settlement. This system will eliminate the need for food stamp coupons statewide and CalWORK s
warrants in some counties. EBT also increases the assurance that benefit dollars are used appropriately and
provides effective ways to reduce and prevent fraud and abuse. For the recipient, EBT increases security
and safety while reducing the stigma associated with receiving public assistance.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented August 1, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 10077 and 7 Code of Federal Regulations
274.12.

*  The Department has received afederal waiver to extend the October 2002 deadline for statewide EBT
implementation.

e San Bernardino and San Diego counties have previously implemented EBT systems; costs/savings for
these counties are not included in this estimate.

* The Caendar Year 2002 CdWORK s actual caseload ratio for each county is applied to the May 2003
statewide CalWORK s caseload projections to estimate each county’ s monthly and annual caseload.

 TheFisca Year (FY) 2001-02 Food Stamp caseload ratio for each county is applied to the May 2003
Food Stamp caseload projections to estimate each county’s monthly and annual casel oad.

» Based on county survey data collected during March 2003, on average 5.54 percent of the CalWORK s
cases will remain in the Direct Deposit system. Specific percentages from counties participating in
Direct Deposit are used to adjust each county’s EBT caseload. For counties that did not provide survey
data, the average percentage was applied.

» Based on available county data, it is estimated that one percent of the CalWORK s cases are expected to
be exempt from participating in EBT.

» Based on the most recent EBT implementation schedule, 38 counties will implement EBT for
CaWORKSs (18 counties will implement by the end of FY 2002-03, 34 by the end of FY 2003-04, and
all 38 counties by FY 2004-05); and 56 counties will implement EBT for Food Stamps (19 counties
will implement EBT by the end of FY 2002-03, 51 counties by the end of FY 2003-04, and all 56
counties by FY 2004-05).
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):

The projected casemonths impacted by EBT are 548,589 in FY 2002-03 and 3,004,905 in FY 2003-04
for Cd WORKS; 848,440 in FY 2002-03 and 5,213,621 in FY 2003-04 for FS; and 24,725 in FY 2002-
03 and 44,829 in FY 2003-04 for CFAP.

The elimination of printing and issuance of current CalWORK s benefit warrants resultsin a $1.69
monthly savings per case.

The elimination of Direct Service Delivery for food stamp coupon issuance resultsin a $1.69 average
monthly savings per case.

The elimination of the Food Stamp Automated I ssuance and Recording (FAIR) system and the Food
Stamp On-line Issuance System (FSOLIS) in Alameda, Fresno, Los Angeles, Merced, Sacramento, San
Francisco, Santa Clara, Solano, Tulare, and Venturaresultsin an average monthly savings per case of
$1.08 in the current year and $1.04 in the budget year based on expenditure data from county expense
claims from July 2000 through June 2001. The projected casemonths impacted are 497,079 in FY
2002-03 and 3,350,430 in FY 2003-04 for FSand 14,379 in FY 2002-03 and 29,404 in FY 2003-04 for
CFAP. Itisassumed that counties will experience a one-month delay in the savings associated with the
elimination of these systems.

It is assumed that there would be Eligibility Workers (EWs) statewide that would need EBT system
access (867 EWsin FY 2002-03 and 5,004 EWsin FY 2003-04 for CdWORKs and 997 EWsin
FY 2002-03 and 1,786 EWsin FY 2003-04 for FS).

It is assumed that the annual EW turnover would be 20 percent (173 in FY 2002-03 and 1,001 in FY
2003-04 for ClWORKSs, and 69 in FY 2002-03 and 505 FY 2003-04 for FS/CFAP).

It is assumed that it would take 15 minutes of an Associate Information Systems Analyst (AISA) time
(%$29.80 hour rate) to provide EBT system access and assistance.

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Food and Nutrition Services (FNS) requires
specific daily settlement, reconciliation, and reporting activities for EBT. It is assumed that each
county will need on average one full-time equivalent (FTE) staff person at a monthly salary rate of
$4,653.00 to perform these new Food Stamp activities statewide.

Pursuant to State regulations CalWORK s and FS/CFAP recipients shall be eligible for afair hearing
process to dispute EBT system errors. The recipient will have 90 calendar days from the date of the
notice of adjustment to request for afair hearing.

It is assumed that there would be 147 cases (29 for CalWORKs and 118 for NAFS/CFAP) in FY 2002-
03, and 916 cases (240 for CalWORK s and 676 for NAFS/CFAP) in FY 2003-04 resultingin EBT
system errors. It is assumed that it would take one hour of an EW time to process the

CaWORK s/Food Stamp/CFAP benefit adjustment claims ($57.57 for CalWORK s and $58.27 per hour
for FSICFAP).

It isassumed that all new CaWORK s and Food Stamp cases will require 15 minutes of training on how
to access benefits with the EBT card. The number of estimated new cases requiring training are 20,234
in FY 2002-03 and 82,135 in FY 2003-04 for ClWORKSs; 36,359 in FY 2002-03 and 305,692 in FY
2003-04 for FS; and 1,266 in FY 2002-03 and 2,296 in FY 2003-04 for CFAP. The EW cost for the 15
minutes of training is $14.39 per CAlWORK s case and $14.57 per Food Stamps case.

It is assumed that new county staff will required five additional training hours associated with EBT,
$57.57 for CalWORK s and $58.27 per hour for FS/CFAP.
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KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS (continued):
» Itisassumed that 2,640,000 EBT pamphlets and posters will be heeded for new clientsin FY 2003-04.

» The CFAP savings estimate is based on applicable assumptions as used for Cal WORK s and FS.

METHODOLOGY:

* Theadministrative impact to the CalWORKS, FS, and CFAP programsis a net result of the total
savings resulting from the elimination of obsolete activities and total costs associated with new
activitiesfor the EBT Program.

* Thenet savings for FS/CFAP isthe sum of the elimination of the direct service delivery system and
FAIR/FSOLIS systems, and costs for the new daily, settlement, reconciliation, and reporting activity,
EBT security, EBT benefit adjustment claim process, and training costs for new staff and new clients.

* Thenet savings for the CalWORKSs Program is the sum of the savings from eliminating the issuance of
CaWORK s warrants, the cost for EBT benefit adjustment claims, and training costs for new staff and
new clients.

* Thetotal savings resulting from the elimination of the food stamp direct services delivery systemis
calculated by multiplying the savings per case by the number of affected months (e.g., for FS: $1.69 x
1,264,956)

» Thetotal savings resulting from the elimination of the FAIR and FSOLIS systemsis calculated by
multiplying the savings per case by the number of affected casemonths (e.g., for FS: $1.08 x 497,079
for FY 2002-03).

* Thetotal savingsfrom eliminating the issuance of CalWORKswarrantsis calculated by multiplying
the savings per case by the number of affected casemonths (e.g., $1.69 x 3,004,905 for FY 2003-04).

* Thecost for processing EBT benefit adjustment claims as aresult of EBT system errors are cal culated
by multiplying the number of adjustment claims during the year and one hour of EW cost (e.g., for
CaWORKS: 240 x $57.57 for FY 2003-04).

* Thetotal costs of the new food stamp daily settlement, reconciliation, and reporting activity is
calculated by multiplying the number of FTEs by the EW’ s monthly salary by the number of affected
casemonths (e.g., for FS: 1.0 x $4,653.00 x 92 for FY 2002-03).

* Thetotal costsof the new EBT Security activity is calculated by multiplying the number of affected
EWs (including turnover) by one quarter of the AISA’s hourly salary (e.g., for FS: (1000 + 69) x (0.25
x $29.80) for FY 2002-03).

» The staff training is calculated by multiplying the number of EW turnover by five hours of the EW’s
salary (e.g., for FS: 69 x (5 x $58.27) for FY 2002-03)

* Theclient training is calculated by multiplying the average number of new applicant cases by one
quarter or the EW’s salary (e.g., for FS: 36,359 x $14.57 for FY 2002-03).

» Theprinting cost for 2,640,000 EBT pamphlets and postersis $139,000 ($103,500 for Food Stamps
and $35,500 for ClWORK3s).
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METHODOLOGY (continued):

¢ The CFAP savings of $62,058 in FY 2002-03 and $93,689 in FY 2003-04 are included in the food
stamp savings estimate.

FUNDING:

Funding for ClWORKs Administration is 90.1 percent TANF and 9.9 percent State General Fund (GF) in
the current year, and 63.07 percent TANF, 6.93 percent GF and 30 percent county in the budget year. The
Federal Food Stamp sharing ratio is 50 percent federal, 35 percent state, and 15 percent county funds.
CFAP savings are 100 percent GF. The sharing ratios for the EBT printing costs are 50 percent federal and
50 percent state for FS and 100 percent TANF for the ClWORKSs.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

This premise has been updated for more recent data, resulting in changes to some key data assumptions.
The budget year reflects revised sharing ratios for CalWORK s administration while excluding the Food
Stamp Program and CFAP from the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY reflects net savings for additional countiesimplementing EBT. The changein TANF/MOE
expenditures for BY reflects revised sharing ratios for Cal WORK s Administration as aresult of the
proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 101 — 2002-03 2003-04
CalWORKs
Administration
County Admin. County Admin.
Total -$576 -$3,464
Federal -519 -2,172
State -57 -243
County 0 -1,049
Reimbursements 0 0
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EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 141 — 2002-03 2003-04
Food Stamp
Administration
County Admin. County Admin.
Total -$1,743 -$6,838
Federa -841 -3,372
State -650 -2,439
County -252 -1,027
Reimbursements 0 0
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Refugee Cash Assistance — Administration

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs necessary to perform the administrative functions of the Refugee Cash
Assistance (RCA) Program. The RCA Program provides cash grants to refugees during their first eight
months in the United States (U.S.) if they are not otherwise eligible for the standard categorical welfare
programs. The RCA administrative costs include salaries and benefits of eligibility workers and first line
supervisors who determine eligibility and provide ongoing case management for the RCA Program. Also
included are allocated overhead and direct costs.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on March 17, 1980.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

»  Section 1522 of Title 8 of the United States Code (U.S.C.) authorizes the federal government to
provide grants to the states to assist refugees who resettle in the U.S.

»  Sections 13275 through 13282 of the Welfare and Institutions Code authorize the Department to
administer the funds provided under Title 8 of the U.S.C. It also provides the Department authority to
allocate the federal funds to the counties.

e From April to December 2002, the average administrative monthly cost per RCA case was $106.26.

» Theaverage monthly caseload is 1,496 for Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03. The average monthly caseload is
projected at 1,589 for FY 2003-04.

METHODOLOGY:

The average cost per case for RCA administration is multiplied by the estimated caseload for each fiscal
year to arrive at the total cost.

FUNDING:

This program is 100 percent federally funded with the Cash, Medical and Administration Grant through the
Office of Refugee Resettlement.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The FY 2003-04 estimate has increased due to a higher average administrative cost per case than
previously estimated. The FY 2002-03 estimate remains unchanged as the increased cost per caseis offset
by alower average monthly casel oad.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
Total costsincrease due to a projected caseload increasein FY 2003-04.
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EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $1,895 $2,026
Federal 1,896 2,026
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Statewide Automated Welfare System Interface with
Existing Systems

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects costs for consultant services to complete changes to the State Hearing System to
alow for interface with the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids Information Network.
Thisinterface is necessary because the State Hearing System contains critical information needed for the
eigibility determination function. Although state system program staff will play acritical rolein the
system changes, consultant staff will complete actual development.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
The premise is scheduled to implement on October 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

The cost assumptions are based on the experience of the Health and Human Services Data Center in the
development of similar interfaces.

METHODOLOGY:

The Fiscal Y ear 2003-04 estimate is based on devel oping the program specifications, writing application
code, performing testing, and analyzing and documenting the systems.

FUNDING:

SAWS Interface funding is a combination of federal and State General Fund. Federal fundsinclude Title
XI1X reimbursement and TANF. The funding split is derived from the State Hearings Division Cost
Allocation Plan.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thisisanew premise.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thisisanew premise.
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EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $0 $225
Federal 0 79
State 0 92
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 54
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Merced Automated Global Information Control (MAGIC)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects funding for county personnel and vendor maintenance and operation costs. The
automated eligibility system developed in Merced County was the Merced Automated Global Information
Control (MAGIC) system. MAGIC isonly used in Merced County.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on October 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing Statue: Welfare and Institutions Code (W& IC) section 10823.5.

» Thisestimate is based on the advance planning document update from November 1993 and updated
caseload data.

» Merced County shall pay the county share of MAGIC application maintenance costs based on its
percentage share of the total caseload for the consortium approved for Merced County.

METHODOLOGY:
* TheFisca Year (FY) 2002-03 estimate is being held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.

* TheFY 2003-04 estimate for MAGIC costs was adjusted by casel oad growth of 0.4 percent for
CaWORKs Administration, 3.2 percent for Foster Care Administration, and 6.4 percent for Food
Stamps Administration.

FUNDING:

MAGIC funding is a combination of various sources. Federa funds include the normal share of
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), Title IV-E, United States Department of
Agriculture/Food and Nutrition Service and Refugee Resettlement Programs. The project isaso eligible
for Title X1X federal funding budgeted by the Department of Health Services. Based on the cost allocation
plan for the project, the federal share of the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
Program is 100 percent TANF-€eligible. Project-related TANF funds are identified in total within the
“Additional TANF/MOE Expendituresin CDSS’ section in the TANF section of each Detail Table.

Note: For FY 2002-03, W& IC section 15204.4 requires a maintenance of effort (MOE) from the counties
based on expenditures during FY 1996-97, which included the administration of food stamps.
Please reference the “ County MOE Adjustment” premise.
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CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and L ocal
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease in total funds for FY 2003-04 is due to caseload growth. The change in State General Fund
expenditures for the budget year also reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04
State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $6,809 $6,946
Federal 5,557 4,300
State 874 835
County 378 1,811
Reimbursements 0 0
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SAWS Statewide Project Management

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects costs for the Statewide Automated Welfare System (SAWS) Statewide Project
Management. This activity is performed by the Health and Human Services Data Center (HHSDC) in
accordance with Welfare and Institutions Code (W& 1C) 10823(a), which requires HHSDC to implement
SAWS. The HHSDC provides statewide project management for the four SAWS consortia and the
Welfare Data Tracking Implementation Project.

The HHSDC provides state-level project management, including securing project approvals and funding,
procuring and managing Independent Verification and Validation consultant services and other contract
services, monitoring consortia implementation and ongoing operations, reviewing and approving selected
consortia deliverables, applying early issue identification and resol ution methods, managing risk, managing
stakeholder involvement, and approving and tracking expenditures. Consortia are responsible for defining
county-level system requirements, and for the competitive procurement of system hardware and software
devel opment, implementation support, and maintenance and operations of the consortia systems.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1995.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
Authorizing statute: W& 1C section 10823.

METHODOLOGY:
Costs are based on the December 2001 (Revised May 2002) SAWS Statewide Project Management
Implementation Advance Planning Document Update.

FUNDING:

Statewide Project Management funding comes from various sources. Federal fundsinclude the normal
share of Food Stamp, Title IV-E and Refugee Resettlement Programs funding. The project is eligible for
Title XIX federal funding, which is budgeted by the Department of Health Services. The Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program block grant is the funding source for TANF eligible costs.
The balance of the funding is State General Fund (GF). Based on the cost alocation plan for the project,
the federal share of the California Work Opportunity and Responsihility to Kids Program is 100 percent
TANF dligible. Project-related TANF funds are identified in total within the “Additional TANF/MOE
Expendituresin CDSS’ in the TANF section of each Detail Table.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The allocation of costs to benefiting programs was updated for the budget year resulting in an increase to
the GF.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.
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EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $6,054 $6,054
Federal 2,496 2,150
State 2,319 2,437
County 0 0
Reimbursements 1,239 1,467
CDSS/HHSDC PARTNERSHIP:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Total 6,054 6,054
CDSS 0 0
HHSDC 6,054 6,054
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Welfare Data Tracking Implementation Project (WDTIP)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects costs for the Statewide Automated Welfare System (SAWS) - Welfare Data Tracking
Implementation Project (WDTIP). The Health and Human Services Data Center provides project
management for WDTIP. WDTIP provides counties with the automated functionality required to conform
to statewide tracking of time-on-aid requirements mandated by welfare reform in Assembly Bill 1542
(Chapter 270, Statutes of 1997).

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1999.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11454.5(b)(4).

METHODOLOGY:

Costs are based on the June 2002 (revised January 2003) SAWS-WDTIP Implementation Advance
Planning Document Update.

FUNDING:

SAWS-WDTIP funding is 100 percent California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids

(CalWORK s)/Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). Based on the cost allocation plan for the
project, the federal share of the CalWORK s Program is 100 percent TANF-eligible. Project-related TANF
funds are identified in total within the “Additional TANF/MOE Expendituresin CDSS” section in the
TANF section of each Detail Table.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease in Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-04 primarily reflects the additional funding requested for consultant
services for the Los Angeles Eligibility, Automated Determination, Evaluation and Reporting (LEADER)
interface and to address the LEADER interface conversion that was postponed from FY 2002-03.
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EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $3,860 $7,123
Federal 3,860 7,123
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
CDSS/HHSDC PARTNERSHIP:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Total $3,860 $7,123
CDSS 28 2,989
HHSDC ! 3,832 4,134

o Budget year includes a one-time increase in HHSDC authority of $302,000.
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Interim Statewide Automated Welfare System (ISAWS)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for the Interim Statewide Automated Welfare System (ISAWS) Consortium,
one of four consortia within the Statewide Automated Welfare System (SAWS) Project. The Health and
Human Services Data Center (HHSDC) provide statewide project management for SAWS. In addition,
HHSDC provides computing, application maintenance and operational support services for the ISAWS
Consortium. The Consortium is comprised of 35 counties.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1994.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code Section 10823.

*  The ISAWS estimate reflects ongoing maintenance and operations (M& O) costs

METHODOLOGY:

Costs are based on the June 2002 (Revised January 2003) SAWS-ISAWS Consortium Implementation
Advance Planning Document Update.

FUNDING:

ISAWS funding comes from various sources. Federal funds include the normal shares of Food Stamp,
Title IV-E and Refugee Resettlement Programs funding. Also, the project is eligible for Title X1X federal
funding, which is budgeted by the Department of Health Services. The Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) program block grant is the funding source for TANF-€ligible costs. The balance of the
funding is State General Fund (GF) and the county share of Food Stamp and Title IV-E costs. Based on the
cost allocation plan for the project, the federal share of the California Work Opportunity and

Responsihility to Kids Program is 100 percent TANF-eligible. Project-related TANF funds are identified
in total within the “Additional TANF/MOE Expendituresin CDSS’ section in the TANF section of each
Detail Table.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

A net decrease to the GF reflects an updated allocation of costs to benefiting programs for Fiscal Year (FY)
2003-04, and the inclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The net decrease for FY 2003-04 is primarily aresult of decreases in host hardware costs and host
hardware maintenance. The change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects inclusion of this
premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

297



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Interim Statewide Automated Welfare System (ISAWS)

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $38,193 $37,025
Federal 16,077 11,250
State 13,234 13,511
County 1,915 4,142
Reimbursements 6,967 8,122
CDSS/HHSDC PARTNERSHIP:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Total 38,193 $37,025
CDSS 609 149
HHSDC 37,584 36,876
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Los Angeles Eligibility, Automated Determination,
Evaluation and Reporting (LEADER)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for the Los Angeles Eligibility, Automated Determination, Evaluation and
Reporting (LEADER) Consortium, one of four consortia within the Statewide Automated Welfare System
(SAWS) Project. The Health and Human Services Data Center provide statewide project management for
SAWS. The LEADER Consortium includes only L os Angeles County.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1994.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 10823.

* The LEADER estimate reflects ongoing maintenance and operations costs.

METHODOLOGY:

Costs are based on the December 2002 SAWS-LEADER Implementation Advance Planning Document
Update.

FUNDING:

LEADER funding comes from various sources. Federal fundsinclude the normal shares of Food Stamp
and Refugee Resettlement Programs funding. Also, the project is eligible for Title X1X federal funding,
which isincluded in the Department of Health Services budget. The Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) Program block grant is the funding source for TANF-eligible costs. The balance of the
funding is State General Fund (GF) and the county share of Food Stamp and General Relief costs. Based
on the cost allocation plan for the project, the federal share of the California Work Opportunity and
Responsibility to Kids Program is 100 percent TANF eligible. Project-related TANF funds are identified
in total within the “ Additional TANF/MOE Expendituresin CDSS” section in the TANF section of each
Detail Table.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

A net decrease to the GF reflects an updated allocation of costs to benefiting programs for Fiscal Year (FY)
2003-04, and the inclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The FY 2003-04 changeis associated with increased costs for baseline application maintenance (including
vendor, county and quality assurance costs) and facilities management costs. The changein GF
expenditures for the budget year reflects inclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local
Realignment.
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Los Angeles Eligibility, Automated Determination,
Evaluation and Reporting (LEADER)

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $11,654 $14,196
Federa 7,755 7,559
State 2,520 3,111
County 1,379 3,526
Reimbursements 0 0
CDSS/HHSDC PARTNERSHIP:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Total $11,654 $14,196
CDSS 11,654 14,196
HHSDC 0 0
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Welfare Client Data System (WCDS)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects costs for the Welfare Client Data System (WCDS) Consortium, one of the four
consortiawithin the Statewide Automated Welfare System (SAWS) Project. The Health and Human
Services Data Center provide statewide project management for SAWS. The WCDS Consortiumis
comprised of 18 counties.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1997.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 10823.

* Implementation activities began in February 2000.
* Implementation activities are scheduled to be completed in Fiscal Year (FY) 2005-06.

METHODOLOGY:

Costs are based on the June 2002 (Revised January 2003) SAWS-WCDS Consortium Implementation
Advance Planning Document Update.

FUNDING:

WCDS funding comes from various sources. Federal fundsinclude the normal shares of Food Stamp and
Refugee Resettlement Programs funding. Also, the project is eligible for Title X1X federal funding, which
is budgeted by the Department of Health Services. The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
Program block grant is the funding source for TANF-eligible costs. The balance of the funding is State
General Fund (GF), the county share of General Assistance/General Relief costs, and the county share of
application development costs. Based on the cost allocation plan for the project, the federal share of the
California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids Program is 100 percent TANF-eligible. Project-
related TANF funds are identified in total within the “ Additional TANF/MOE Expendituresin CDSS’
section in the TANF section of each Detail Table.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

A net decrease to the GF reflects an updated allocation of costs to benefiting programs for FY 2003-04, and
the inclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease in FY 2003-04 is necessary to complete pilot county implementation and maintain the
application. The changein GF expenditures for the budget year reflects inclusion of this premisein the
proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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Welfare Client Data System (WCDS)

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $86,018 $96,643
Federal 44,912 49,651
State 26,460 30,562
County 3,701 3,930
Reimbursements 10,945 12,500
CDSS/HHSDC PARTNERSHIP:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Tota $86,018 $96,643
CDSS 86,018 96,643
HHSDC 0 0
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Consortium IV (C-1V)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for Consortium IV (C-1V), one of four consortia within the Statewide
Automated Welfare System (SAWS) Project. The Health and Human Services Data Center (HHSDC)
provide statewide project management for SAWS. Consortium IV is comprised of four counties.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1997.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 10823.

* Implementation activities began March 1, 2001.
* Implementation activities are scheduled to be completed in Fiscal Year (FY) 2004-05.

METHODOLOGY:

Costs are based on the June 2002 (Revised January 2003) SAWS-C-1V Implementation Advance Planning
Document Update.

FUNDING:

C-IV funding comes from various sources. Federal funds include the normal shares of Food Stamp, Title
IV-E and Refugee Resettlement Programs funding. The project is eligible for Title XIX federa funding,
which is budgeted by the Department of Health Services. The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) Program block grant is the funding source for TANF-€ligible costs. The balance of the funding is
State General Fund (GF) and the county share of application development costs. Based on the cost
alocation plan for the project, the federal share of the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to
Kids Programis 100 percent TANF-€ligible. Project-related TANF funds are identified in total within the
“Additional TANF/MOE Expendituresin CDSS’ section in the TANF section of each Detail Table.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

A net increase to the GF results from updating the allocation of costs to benefiting programs for FY 2003-
04, and the initiation of maintenance and operations for which the first twelve months of county share costs
shifts to the GF. The budget year aso reflects inclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and
Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The decrease in FY 2003-04 is primarily the result of shifting costs to future fiscal yearsand adelay in
implementation. The change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects inclusion of this premisein
the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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Consortium IV (C-1V)

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)

2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $55,496 $54,096
Federal 36,382 33,759
State 13,860 14,013
County 0 0
Reimbursements 5,254 6,324

CDSS/HHSDC PARTNERSHIP:
(in 000's) 2002-03 2003-04
Tota $55,496 $54,096
CDSS 55,496 54,096
HHSDC 0 0
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Statewide Fingerprint Imaging System (SFIS)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost for the Statewide Fingerprint Imaging System (SFIS). Senate Bill 1780
(Chapter 206, Statutes of 1996) required applicants for, and recipients of California Work Opportunity and
Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKSs), Non-Assistance Food Stamp (NAFS), and California Food
Assistance Program benefits to be fingerprint imaged as a condition of eligibility.

The following persons must provide fingerprint images and a photo image: (1) each parent and/or
caretaker relative of an aided or applicant child when living in the home of the child; (2) each parent and/or
caretaker relative receiving or applying for aid on the basis of an unaided excluded child; (3) each aided or
applicant adult; and, (4) the aided or applicant pregnant woman in an assistance unit (AU) consisting of the
woman only. Failureto provide the required images will result in ineligibility for the entire AU.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

Thefirst phase of counties began implementation on March 14, 2000. The statewide implementation of the
SFIS was completed on December 7, 2001.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 10830.

*  The Health and Human Services Data Center (HHSDC) cost estimates reflected in this premise are
based on the new negotiated contract with the SFIS development contractor that was a result of the
second procurement effort (RFP HWDC-8001). Cost estimates are based on the following:

¢ Development and implementation vendor — The devel opment and implementation vendor contract
estimate is based on a structured monthly lease and maintenance cost for state and county-operated
workstations and a* per transaction” cost. The * per transaction” cost includes: vendor project steff;
help desk when the system is operational; fingerprint examiners; system operators; lease/maintenance
costs for host computer(s) (i.e., central site); software devel opment and maintenance; and user training
classes.

¢ Independent verification and validation vendor — Independent verification and validation staff will be
utilized to assure the state that the development and implementation vendor is providing the promised
product at the lowest cost, and to reduce any risk factors during the development and implementation
phases of the project.

¢ Change control — Change control is necessary since there are always items not addressed in the RFP,
which require changes in the program(s). These can be legislative, interface, capacity or workload
changes that affect the new system.

¢ Site preparation — Site preparation will also be avendor cost. The site preparation estimate includes
implementation team staff and associated travel.

METHODOLOGY:

The cost estimates are based on the negotiated contract with the SFIS development contractor and the
September 1999 contract start date as reported in the June 2000 Specia Project Report.
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Statewide Fingerprint Imaging System (SFIS)

FUNDING:

The automation project costs are funded with State General Fund (GF) for the CalWORK s and Food
Stamps programs and county share of General Assistance/General Relief costs. Project-related TANF
funds are identified in total within the “Additional TANF/MOE Expendituresin CDSS’ section in the
TANF section of each Detail Table.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

A net decrease to the GF results from updating the allocation of costs to benefiting programs for FY 2003-
04.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

SFIS will fund consultants to perform Quality Assurance and Project Management functions, including
Training, Project Management Office and application support, that are required for the continued success
of the project and to meet reporting requirements.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)

2002-03 2003-04

County Admin. County Admin.

Total $10,745 $10,745

Federal 0 0

State 10,014 10,427

County 731 318

Reimbursements 0 0

CDSS/HHSDC PARTNERSHIP:

(in 000’ s)

2002-03 2003-04

Tota $10,745 $10,745

CDSS 0 0

HHSDC 10,745 10,745
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Statewide Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) Project

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with implementation activities and ongoing operations for the
Statewide Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) Project. Public Law 104-193, the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, mandates an EBT system for food stamps by October
2002.

In accordance with Welfare and Institutions Code (W& IC) section 10069.5, the EBT system project
management was transferred to the Health and Human Services Data Center (HHSDC). Assembly

Bill 2779 (Chapter 329, Statutes of 1998), that adopted Section 10075.5 of the W& IC, states: "The State
shall be responsible for procuring and contracting for a single statewide electronic benefits transfer
system." The language goes on to state that HHSDC shall be the project manager of the system and shall
be responsible for system planning, procurement, development, implementation, operation, and all other
activities that are consistent with a state-managed project and a statewide system.

The State Legislature requires a system for food stamps and allows counties the option of including cash
benefits. EBT uses debit card technology and retailer point-of-sale terminals to automate benefit
authorization, delivery, redemption and financial settlement. This system eliminates the need for food
stamp coupons. EBT also increases the assurance benefit dollars are used appropriately and provides
effective ways to reduce and prevent fraud and abuse. For the recipient, EBT increases security and safety
while reducing the stigma associated with receiving public assistance.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented in Fiscal Year (FY) 1997-98.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: W& IC section 10069.

* Implementation activities began in July 2001.
» Statewide conversion is scheduled for completion by December 2004.

e County operations began in July 2002 with the two-county pilot.

METHODOLOGY:

The EBT planning costs are detailed in the January 2001 EBT Planning Advance Planning Document
Update. Implementation costs, ongoing operations costs, and county rollout schedule are detailed in the
April 2001 Implementation Advance Planning Document and the July 2002 Implementation Advance
Planning Document Update.
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Statewide Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) Project

FUNDING:

EBT funding comes from two programs. Federal funds and State General Fund (GF) are provided for the
Food Stamp Program. The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Program block grant is the
funding source for TANF-€eligible costs. Based on the cost allocation plan for the project, the federal share
of the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids Program is 100 percent TANF- eligible.
Project-related TANF funds are identified in total within the “ Additional TANF/MOE Expendituresin
CDSS’ section in the TANF section of each Detail Table.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

A net decrease to the GF reflects an updated allocation of costs to benefiting programs for FY 2003-04, and
the inclusion of this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease in FY 2003-04 is due to continuation of maintenance and operation activities for the 19
counties converted during FY 2002-03 and implementation activities to bring 27 additional counties onto
the EBT system during FY 2003-04 (by the end of FY 2003-04, atotal of 46 counties will be fully
operational on the EBT system). The change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflectsinclusion of
this premise in the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $55,558 $64,769
Federal 35,680 38,301
State 19,014 19,224
County 864 7,244
Reimbursements 0 0
CDSS/HHSDC PARTNERSHIP:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Tota $55,558 $64,769
CDSS 12,189 6,637
HHSDC 43,369 58,132
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Child Welfare Services — Basic Costs

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs incurred by county welfare departments (CWDs) in the administration of
each component of the Child Welfare Services (CWS) Program as established through the Welfare and
Institutions Code (W& IC) section 16500. W& IC section 11461 (€)(4)(B) provides additional funding to
counties as incentives and assistance specifically for the Aid to Families with Dependent Children/Foster
Care Specialized Care Program. These funds will be used to cover the purchase of nonrecurring items on
an as needed basis, the purchase of services not available through other fund sources, and the devel opment
of arespite care program or purchase of respite care services.

In recognition of the funding and staffing need identified by the workload study authorized by Senate Bill
(SB) 2030 (Chapter 785, Statutes of 1998), the estimate reflects funding to allow counties to maintain the
level of social workers funded in the prior year.

Emer gency Response (ER) Component

ER services consist of aresponse system providing in-person response, when required, to reports of child
abuse, neglect, or exploitation for the purpose of investigation and to determine the necessity for providing
initial intake services and crisis intervention to maintain the child safely in his or her own home or to
protect the safety of the child.

Emer gency Response Assessment (ERA) Component

ERA istheinitial intake service provided in response to reported allegations of child abuse, neglect or
exploitation that is determined, based upon an evaluation of risk, to be inappropriate for an in-person
investigation.

Family Maintenance (FM) Component

FM is designed to provide time-limited protective services to prevent or remedy neglect, abuse or
exploitation for the purpose of preventing separation of children from their families. CWDs are
responsible for determining the specific service needs of the child and family aimed at sustaining the child
in the home.

Family Reunification (FR) Component

FR is designed to provide time-limited services while the child isin temporary foster care to prevent or
remedy neglect, abuse or exploitation when the child cannot safely remain at home. CWDs are responsible
for determining the specific service needs of the child and/or family aimed at reunifying the child with the
family.

Per manent Placement (PP) Component

PP is designed to provide an alternative permanent family structure for children who because of abuse,
neglect or exploitation cannot safely remain at home and who are unlikely to ever return home. The CWDs
are responsible for determining the appropriate permanent goal for the child and facilitating the
implementation of that goal. These goals are defined as guardianship, adoption or long-term placement.
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Child Welfare Services — Basic Costs

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: W& I1C sections 16500 and 11461 (e)(4)(B).

»  Theworkload standard was adopted by the Department in conjunction with the County Welfare
Directors’ Association in 1984. These standards are 15.8 for ER, 35.0 for FM, 27.0 for FR, 54.0 for PP
and 320.0 for ER assessments.

» The statewide annual cost of a social worker (SW) ($129,083) was based on the estimated cost of
providing services, to include total staff costs, support costs, and electronic data processing costs,
provided in the Fiscal Year (FY) 2001-02 proposed county administrative budgets.

» All counties are now reporting casel oad data on the CWS/Case Management System (CMS). Caseload
proj ections were developed for each individual county using data from the period of January 1999
through October 2002.

» Additiona funds are provided in recognition of the funding and staffing need identified by the
workload study authorized by SB 2030. Costs are calculated in order to continue each county’s SW
full-time equivalent (FTE) level funded in the prior year.

METHODOLOGY:
FY 2002-03

* Thecurrent year estimate is being held to the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level with adjustments
for the following: 1) Title XX transfer; and, 2) updated costs for CWS/CM S additional resource
charges.

FY 2003-04

* Theestimate is derived by applying the workload standards to the individual county casel oad
projections and expanding for a 7:1 supervisory ratio. Additional FTEs are included in order to
continue each county’ s prior year FTE level.

* Theannual cost of a SW in each county is applied to the total number of FTESs in each county to derive
staff costs for each line.

» Direct costs are projected from FY 2001-02 actual expenditures and statewide average caseload growth
from FY 2001-02 to FY 2003-04. Total direct costs, excluding county-operated emergency shelter
care, are $102.0 million for the 58 counties. The projected county-operated emergency shelter care
costs are $64.9 million for those counties with county-operated emergency shelters based on actual
expenditures from FY 2001-02.

*  Oncethetotal CWS basic costs are derived, costs for the Emergency Assistance (EA) Program are
subtracted and are displayed separately under the “EA Program” premise. The EA Program costs are
determined based on the FY 2002-03 funding level and caseload growth.
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Child Welfare Services — Basic Costs

FUNDING:

The federal share of costsisacombination of TitlesI1V-B, IV-E and X1X funds. The Title IV-B funds are
limited by the capped federal allocation.

The estimated Title I'V-B funds available in local assistance for FY 2003-04 are $31.9 million. These
funds have a 75-percent federal match rate.

The Title IV-E amount reflects the actual experience from FY 2001-02 that 37.1 percent of the
expenditures will be eligible for Title IV-E funding.

The Title X1X amount for FY 2003-04 is calculated using individual county usage rates based on FY 2001-
02 expenditure data which reflect that 3.5 percent of the expenditures will be eligible for Title X1X
funding. These costs are reflected as a reimbursement.

Nonfederal costs are shared at 50 percent State General Fund (GF) and 50 percent county.

After the GF amount is calculated, federal Title XX fundstransferred from the Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families block grant are used in lieu of GF. The amount of Title XX-eligible costsis calculated
based on the nonmatching GF portion of FR and PP expenditures. For FY 2002-03, the Title XX-eligible
amount is $27.0 million. For FY 2003-04, the Title X X-eligible amount is $26.0 million.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The FY 2003-04 estimate has been updated for caseload and actual expenditures. The changein GF
expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios for the nonfederal share of costs as aresult
of the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment. Federal Title XX fundsare being used in lieu
of GF.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The FY 2003-04 estimate has been updated for casel oad and actual expenditures. The amount subtracted
for the EA Program hasincreased. The GF reduction in the budget year reflects inclusion of this premise
in the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

CASELOAD:
(Average Monthly)

2002-03 2003-04
Emergency Response 45,811 47,465
Emergency Response 14,923 15,517
Assessment
Family Maintenance 25,640 25,793
Family Reunification 25,256 24,185
Permanent Placement 71,121 63,217
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Child Welfare Services — Basic Costs
EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Total Basic County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $961,234 $977,926
Federal 431,893 416,255
State 362,551 267,862
County 128,181 257,689
Reimbursements 38,609 36,120
Weighted Costs by Component:
2002-03 2003-04
TOTAL GENERAL TOTAL GENERAL
FUNDS FUND FUNDS FUND
Emergency Response $469,900 $190,442 $501,676 $150,767
Emergency Response Assessment 7,558 3,063 8,098 2,434
Family Maintenance 118,727 48,117 123,066 36,985
Family Reunification 15,1598 50,220 149,586 33,671
Permanent Placement 213,451 70,709 195,500 44,005
$961,234 $362,551 $977,926 $267,862
Reconciliation of Federal Funds:
2002-03 2003-04
TitleIV-B $31,927 $31,953
TitleIV-E 372,948 358,270
Title X1X 36,196 35,565
Title XX 27,018 26,032
Total Federal Funding $468,089 $451,820
Specialized Care:
2002-03 2003-04
Tota $5,212 $5,418
Federal 0 0
State 5,212 2,709
County 0 2,709
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Child Welfare Services Redesign /
Program Improvement Plan

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the provision of federal funds for programs that facilitate the implementation of the
Child Welfare Services (CWS) Redesign and promote the State' s ability to comply with the terms of the
Program Improvement Plan. The provision of federal Title XX funds will target four areas: 1) accelerated
implementation of evidence-based practices as recommended in the CWS Redesign in partnership with
philanthropic organizations. These practices will implement the use of safety assessment tools,
neighborhood-based foster care (Family-to-Family) and engagement of communities and familiesin the
intake process (Differential Response); 2) an improved training package for foster parents and relative
caregivers that will standardize and strengthen training in the areas of foster child rights, family and child
involvement in case planning, ensuring children's education is uninterrupted and preparation of youth for
adulthood; 3) recruitment of foster and adoptive parents for children who are from ethnic and racial groups
that are over-represented in the foster care population; and, 4) standardized statewide training for all new
CWS workers.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise will implement July 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
e Authorizing statute: The Budget Act of 2003.

*  $28 millionin federal Title XX fundswill be used as follows:
¢ $9 million will be used to begin implementation of the CWS Redesign;
¢ $10 million will be used for foster parent and relative caregiver training;
¢ $3 million will be used for the recruitment of foster and adoptive parents; and,
.

$6 million will be used for the training of social workers.

METHODOLOGY:
The amount of funding reflects the anticipated need in the budget year for these programs.

FUNDING:

Funding is 100 percent Title XX funds transferred from the Temporary Assistance for Need Families block
grant.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thisisanew premise.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thisisanew premise.
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Child Welfare Services Redesign /
Program Improvement Plan

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $0 $28,000
Federa 0 28,000
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Augmentation to Child Welfare Services

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost to provide an augmentation to the Child Welfare Services (CWS) Program.
These funds shall be expressly targeted for services provided through the Emergency Response, Family
Maintenance, Family Reunification and Permanent Placement components of CWS, and shall not be used
to supplant existing CWS funds. Fundswill be available to counties contingent upon individual counties:
1) matching their CWS Basic State General Fund (GF) allocation; and, 2) fully utilizing the CWS/Case
Management System. Thereis no county match required for these funds.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise, formerly known as “ Emergency Workload Relief,” implemented on July 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Authorizing statute: Assembly Bill (AB) 1656 (Chapter 324, Statutes of 1998) and AB 1740 (Chapter
52, Statutes of 2000).

» AB 1656 authorized $40.0 millionin GF.

e AB 1740 authorized an additional $34.3 millionin GF.

» TheFY 2002-03 GF Appropriation was reduced by $17,150,000 due to lower revenues and other
demands on the available GF.

METHODOLOGY:

AB 1656 and AB 1740 designated the GF amount, however, due to lower revenues and other demands on
the available GF, the FY 2002-03 GF Appropriation was reduced by $17,150,000. For FY 2003-04, the GF
isbeing held at the current year level.

FUNDING:

After applying the foster care federal discount rates of 78 percent for FY 2002-03 and 75 percent for FY
2003-04, federally-€eligible costs are shared 50 percent federal Title IV-E and 50 percent nonfederal.
Nonfederal costs are 100 percent GF for FY 2002-03. For FY 2003-04, nonfederal costs are 50 percent GF
and 50 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The foster care federal discount rate decreased from 76 to 75 percent. The change GF expenditures for the
budget year reflects revised sharing ratios for the nonfederal share of costs as aresult of the proposed FY
2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The foster care federal discount rate decreased from 78 to 75 percent. The GF reduction in the budget year
reflectsinclusion of this premise in the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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Augmentation to Child Welfare Services

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $94,680 $91,440
Federal 37,530 34,290
State 57,150 28,575
County 0 28,575
Reimbursements 0 0
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Child Welfare Services/Case Management System —
System Support Staff

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost for county administrative staff needed to support the Child Welfare
Services/Case Management System which was implemented as aresult of Senate Bill 370 (Chapter 1294,
Statutes of 1989). These staff are needed for the ongoing operations of the system.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

There was a staggered implementation, based on individual county start dates beginning in Fiscal Y ear
(FY) 1996-97.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 16501.5.

» Staffing is based on a staff-to-workstation ratio of 1:50 for all counties.

» For each FY, the electronic data processing (EDP) average monthly salaries were based on each
county’ s proposed county administrative budget for FY 2001-02. If a county did not have an EDP
salary, then the county’ s administrative salary was used.

» Thereare 15,509 projected users for FY s 2002-03 and 2003-04.

METHODOLOGY:

Full-time equivalent (FTE) system support staff are calculated by applying the staff-to-workstation ratio to
the total number of workstations in each individual county. These FTES are funded at each county’s
individual EDP/administrative salary.

FUNDING:

For each fiscal year, the federal shareis 50 percent, from Statewide Automation Child Welfare Information
System funds. The nonfederal share is split 70 percent State General Fund (GF) and 30 percent county for
FY 2002-03. For FY 2003-04, the nonfederal shareis 50 percent GF and 50 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The workstations have been redistributed among the counties based on updated actuals. The change GF
expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios for the nonfederal share of costs as aresult
of the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The dlight decrease is due to the redistribution of workstations among the counties based on updated
actuals. The GF reduction in the budget year reflectsinclusion of this premise in the proposed FY 2003-04
State and Local Realignment.
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Child Welfare Services/Case Management System —
System Support Staff

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $25,456 $25,332
Federal 12,728 12,666
State 8,910 6,333
County 3,818 6,333
Reimbursements 0 0
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Child Welfare Services —
Emergency Assistance Program (TANF & Title IV-E)

DESCRIPTION:

These premises reflect the costs associated with the Child Welfare Services (CWS) Emergency Assistance
(EA) Program funded through federal Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and Title IV-E
funds.

In 1993, the Department implemented a statewide EA Program under Title IV-A of the Social Security Act
for county welfare departments which provides funding for emergency shelter care to children determined
to be at risk due to abuse, neglect, abandonment, or exploitation.

In 1994, the Department implemented crisis resolution and emergency response (ER) as the child welfare
services components of emergency assistance. Crisis resolution provides services to families aimed at
resolving family crises without removing the child from the home or by allowing the child to be returned to
the family with the provision of supporting services to ensure child safety. Under EA/ER, funds will be
available for emergency response activities such as receiving and ng referrals, investigating
emergency allegations, and gathering and evaluating relevant information.

EA case management is defined as an array of activities directed to a specific child. These activities
include, but are not limited to, developing a case or service plan for a child, working with foster or
adoptive parents to prepare them to receive a child, case and administrative reviews, case conferences, or
permanency planning meetings.

Public Law (P.L.) 104-193 eliminated Title IV-A funding for the EA Program but permitted use of TANF
dollarsfor EA funding. Although P.L. 104-193 allowed TANF funding, the Budget Act of 1997 replaced
the TANF funding with State General Fund (GF). Based on interpretation of the final TANF regulations,
effective October 1, 1999, EA GF expenditures are not countable towards the TANF maintenance of effort
requirement, therefore, effective October 1, 1999, the GF was replaced with TANF funding.

For each Fiscal Year (FY), EA case management activities are funded with Title IV-E fundsin order to
free-up TANF dollars that can be used in lieu of GF, resulting in a net GF savings.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
Emergency Shelter Care - This component implemented on September 1, 1993.
Crisis Resolution - This component implemented on August 1, 1994.

Emergency Response - This component implemented on August 1, 1994.

Case Management - This component implemented on October 1, 1995.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 15204.25.

» For Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-04, statewide average caseload growth is projected at 0.5 percent.

METHODOLOGY:

The FY 2002-03 estimate is being held at the Budget Act of 2202 Appropriation level. The FY 2003-04
estimate is based on the FY 2002-03 estimate and increased by the average statewide caseload growth of
0.5 percent.
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Child Welfare Services —
Emergency Assistance Program (TANF & Title IV-E)

FUNDING:

EA funding, athough eliminated by P.L. 104-193, was used in the TANF block grant calculation and is,
therefore, part of the TANF funding schedule.

The sharing ratio for EA eligible shelter care cases under 30 days, emergency response, and crisis
resolution is 85 percent TANF and 15 percent county. For shelter care EA eligible cases over 30 days, the
ratio is 50 percent TANF and 50 percent county. These funds are reflected in the “ Emergency Assistance
TANF’ line.

EA case management activities are funded 50 percent Title IV-E after the federal foster care discount rates
of 78 percent for FY 2002-03 and 75 percent for FY 2003-04 are applied. Nonfederal costs are shared 70
percent GF and 30 percent county for FY 2002-03. For FY 2003-04, nonfederal costs are 50 percent GF
and 50 percent county. These funds are reflected in the “Emergency Assistance Title IV-E” line.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The FY 2003-04 estimates have increased for caseload growth and the foster care federal discount rate
decreased from 76 to 75 percent. The“EA Title IV-E” change in GF expenditures for the budget year
reflects revised sharing ratios for the nonfederal share of costs as aresult of the proposed FY 2003-04 State
and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The FY 2003-04 estimates have increased for caseload growth and the foster care federal discount rate
decreased from 78 to 75 percent. The “EA Title IV-E" GF reduction in the budget year reflects inclusion
of this premise in the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)

2002-03 2003-04 2002-03 2003-04

EA TANF EA TitlelV-E
Tota $166,702 $167,406 $83,498 $83,865
Federa 137,076 137,674 32,564 31,449
State 0 0 38,409 26,208
County 29,626 29,732 12,525 26,208
Reimbursements 0 0 0 0
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State Family Preservation

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the authorization for the permanent transfer of funds from foster care to child welfare
services for counties that had afamily preservation program in operation at least three years. In accordance
with Assembly Bill 2365 (Chapter 71, Statutes of 1992), the three-year requirement can be met by a county
using time periods in which the county funded and operated an approved plan for family preservation. The
amount of fundsto be permanently transferred cannot exceed 70 percent of the highest annual amount
spent for family preservation. All counties participating in this program have opted to permanently transfer
and the incentive/penalty provisions under current law will no longer be applicable.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented in Fiscal Year (FY) 1993-94.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 16500.5 through 16500.7.

* The state share of funds reflected in this estimate is 70 percent of the highest annual amount expended
for family preservation services by 15 counties (Alameda, Contra Costa, Humboldt, L os Angeles,
Mendocino, Napa, Placer, Riverside, Sacramento, San Diego, San Luis Obispo, Santa Clara, Santa
Cruz, Solano, and Stanislaus).

METHODOLOGY:
* For FY 2002-03, the amounts are being held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.

» For FY 2003-04, the total State General Fund (GF) ($22,136,000) for the 15 counties mentioned above,
will be held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level. The actual usage rate from the CEC for FY
2001-02 was used to devel op the federal, county, and reimbursement totals for the budget year (BY).
The percent to total of each share was calculated by dividing each share’ s actual expendituresfor FY
2001-02 by the total cost of expenditures (e.g.: to calculate the State percent to total of 60.4 percent,
divide the State’ s actual expenditures for FY 2001-02 ($13,765,084 by the total expenditures
($22,787,544)). Total funds of $36,649,007 was calculated by using the GF amount divided by the
State’ s percent to total expenditures of 60.4 percent. Each share is then obtained by multiplying the
total funds by the percent to total of each sharing entity (e.g., to calculate the federal share of costs of
$4,324,583, multiply the total funds ($36,649,007) by the federal percent to total (11.8 percent)). The
county share and the reimbursement amount were determined by multiplying the total funds by the
actual sharing ratios, 25.9 percent and 1.9 percent, respectively.

FUNDING:

For FY 2003-04, the federal, nonfederal, and federal Title XIX reimbursement costs were determined by
actual usage rates based on FY 2001-02 expenditure data. The nonfederal costs are shared 50 percent GF
and 50 percent county.
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State Family Preservation

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and L ocal
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The BY increase reflects the updated actual usage rates to determine the sharing of costs of the federal,
county, and reimbursement shares. The change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised
sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $34,534 $36,649
Federal 2,590 4,325
State 22,136 15,814
County 9,497 15,814
Reimbursements 311 696
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Promoting Safe and Stable Families (PSSF)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the amount of the federal grant to provide community-based, family-centered services
to focus on supporting and preserving families, protecting children and preventing child abuse and neglect.
The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 established a new, capped entitlement program under
TitleIV-B.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on October 1, 1993.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 16600 through 16604.5.

* Thefedera Title IV-B funds cannot be used to supplant existing state or local spending.

» Effective Fiscal Year (FY) 2001-02, based on federal requirements, a minimum of 20 percent of PSSF
funds must be spent on each of the four components of the program (Family Preservation Services,
Family Support Services, Adoption Promotion and Support, and Time-Limited Family Reunification).

* A 25 percent match from state or county fundsisrequired. This match is made available through
existing State Family Preservation Program funds.

METHODOLOGY:
The federal funds for this program were converted from a Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) to a State Fiscal Y ear.

FUNDING:

This premise reflects federal grant funds to be used over atwo-year period.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTON:
The change reflects an increase in the federal grant for FFY 2003.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The change reflects an increase in the federal grant for FFY 2003.

323



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Promoting Safe and Stable Families
EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $51,418 $63,489
Federal 51,418 63,489
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Independent Living Program

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the amount of the federal grant for the Independent Living Program (ILP). The
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 permanently authorized this program, which offers training to
foster care adol escents and emancipated youth enabling them to be independent when their foster care
terminates. County welfare departments provide or arrange for the provision of services that facilitate the
transition of foster children to emancipated lifestyles.

Federal statute, H.R.3443, The Chafee Foster Care Independence Program (CFCIP) Act of 1999 (Public
Law 106-169), amended Section 477 of the Socia Security Act providing more flexibility in funding of
ILP services. CFCIP authorized the expansion of this program to serve foster care youth ages 16 to 21. In
addition, counties were given the discretion to provide ILP services to youth ages 14 and 15 when it was
determined that these youth would most likely remain in foster care until emancipation. Counties are
authorized to use up to 30 percent of their grant to provide housing assistance for emancipated foster youth
and aftercare services to former foster youth ages 18 to 21.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 1988.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 10609.3.

* Fundingisbased on the federa grant awardsfor ILP.

* Thegrant amount for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2002 is $27,570,078.

» Thegrant amount for FFY 2003 is $26,987,207.

* Thegrant amount for FFY 2004 is assumed to be at least equal to that of FFY 2003 ($26,987,207).

METHODOLOGY:

» For State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2002-03, the federal funding amount is obtained by converting the federal
grant from a FFY to a SFY [one quarter of the FFY 2002 grant ($6,892,520) and three quarters of the
FFY 2003 grant (3 x $6,746,802)], less $1,019,784 for state operations costs.

» For SFY 2003-04, after converting the federal grant from a FFY to a SFY [one quarter of the FFY 2003
grant ($6,746,802) and three quarters of the assumed FFY 2004 grant (3 x $6,746,802)], less
$1,019,784 for state operations costs.

FUNDING:

This premise is funded 100 percent with afederal grant award. The matching funds are provided through
the “Extended ILP" premise and social worker expenditures within foster care group home assistance
payments.
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Independent Living Program

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis adecrease in the federal grant.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $26,113 $25,967
Federal 26,113 25,967
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Extended Independent Living Program

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the State General Fund (GF) portion of the Independent Living Program (ILP),
which providestraining for eligible foster care adolescents aged 16 to 21 years old, enabling them to be
independent when their foster care terminates. Senate Bill 933 (Chapter 311, Statutes of 1998)
implemented the GF portion to extend ILP services to 100 percent of the eligible foster care adol escent
population, up to the age of 21 years. County welfare departments provide or arrange for the provision
of servicesthat facilitate the transition of foster children to emancipated lifestyles.

In addition, counties are given the discretion to provide ILP services to youth ages 14 and 15, when it is
determined that these youth would most likely remain in foster care until emancipated. Counties are
authorized to use up to 30 percent of their allocation to provide housing assistance for emancipated foster
youth and aftercare service to former foster youth ages 18 to 21.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented in September 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 10609.3.

METHODOLOGY:
Funding for both the current and budget years is being held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.

FUNDING:
This premise is funded 50 percent GF and 50 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and L ocal
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the
proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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Extended Independent Living Program

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $15,152 $15,152
Federa 0 0
State 15,152 7,576
County 0 7,576
Reimbursements 0 0
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Early Start to Emancipation

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for technical assistance and training to the sole county that has elected to
establish an Early Start to Emancipation program similar to that of a program established in Los Angeles
County. This program will provide services to foster youth as they transition from middle school to high
school. It isauthorized by Senate Bill (SB) 841 (Chapter 694, Statutes of 2001), which appropriated to the
California Department of Social Services (CDSS) the one-time amount of $125,000 for the purposes of the
bill.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2002, and terminated on June 30, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: SB 841 (Chapter 694, Statutes of 2001).

* Theamount appropriated to CDSS for this program was $125,000.
* Matching Title IV-E federal funds of $182,000 were available.

METHODOLOGY:
SB 841 appropriated $125,000 to CDSS for the purposes of the hill.

FUNDING:

One-time funding for this premise was appropriated during FY 2001-02. Thefundsin SB 841 are
scheduled until December 31, 2005, allowing the funds to be encumbered and or expended by that date
rather than by June 30, 2002.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.
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Early Start to Emancipation

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $0 $0
Federa 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Emancipated Foster Youth Stipends

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs to provide special needs stipends for emancipating foster youth. This
program will provide assistance to emancipating foster youth in finding affordable housing, text books for
college or vocational training, employment searches, emergency personal needs, and bus vouchers. County
welfare departments will provide for the provision of these services.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
Authorizing statute: The Budget Act of 2001.

METHODOLOGY:
The Budget Bill designated the State General Fund (GF) amount.

FUNDING:
This program is funded 50 percent GF and 50 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and L ocal
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the
proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $3,602 $3,602
Federal 0 0
State 3,602 1,801
County 0 1,801
Reimbursements 0 0
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Recruitment and Retention of Social Workers

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost to fund a contract with Cooperative Personnel Services/Merit System
Services to help recruit and retain social workersin 30 small counties. Due to the continued difficulties of
hiring and retaining social workers, Merit System Services will work with counties to implement and
provide on-going recruitment efforts and career development plans to increase and retain the number of
social workersin the smaller counties.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2001.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

The recruitment and career devel opment plans were designed during Fiscal Y ear (FY) 2000-01.

METHODOLOGY:

The funding for this premise reflects the amount of the contract with Merit System Services.

FUNDING:

After the foster care federal discount rate is applied, costs are shared 50 percent federal and 50 percent
State General Fund (GF). Nonfederally-€eligible costs are funded with 100 percent GF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The GF increase in FY 2003-04 reflects a decrease in the foster care federal discount rate from 76 percent
to 75 percent.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The foster care federal discount rate has decreased from 78 percent to 75 percent.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000's) 2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.

Tota $269 $269

Federal 105 101

State 164 168

County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Child Welfare Training Program

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for providing a statewide coordinated training program designed specifically
to meet the needs of county child protective services social workers assigned to emergency response,
family maintenance, family reunification, permanent placement, and adoptions responsibilities. The
training program was established by Senate Bill (SB) 834 (Chapter 1310, Statutes of 1987), and extended
permanently by SB 1125 (Chapter 1203, Statutes of 1991).

The Child Welfare Training Program includes training for other agencies under contract with county
welfare departments to provide child welfare services. The program also includes crisis intervention,
investigative techniques, rules of evidence, indicators of abuse and neglect, assessment criteria,

intervention strategies, family-based services, legal requirements of child protection, case management, and
the use of community resources.

This premise also includes funding for the structured decision-making (SDM) model devel oped by the
National Council on Crime and Delinquency, the Department, and seven pilot counties. Currently, there
are 15 counties participating in the SDM model.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1988.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 16200 through 16215.
*  Theimplementation of regional training academies started in 1996.

* Fundingis based on contract amounts entered into by the Department.

METHODOLOGY:
The estimate for both Fiscal Y ears (FY's) 2002-03 and 2003-04 are based on contract costs.

FUNDING:

For FY 2003-04, after the foster care federal discount rate of 75 percent is applied, federally-eligible costs
are shared at 75 percent federal and 25 percent state, with the exception of various contracts which will use
100 percent federal Title IV-E funds. Nonfederally-eligible costs are funded with 100 percent State
Genera Fund (GF).

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The budget year (BY) foster care federal discount rate decreased from 76 percent to 75 percent.
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Child Welfare Training Program

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The GF increase in FY 2003-04 reflects a decrease in the foster care federal discount rate from 78 percent
to 75 percent. Contract costs for the BY have decreased.

EXPENDITURES:
(in000's)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $13,119 $12,976
Federal 9,173 8,691
State 3,946 4,285
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Substance Abuse/HIV Infant Program

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for the recruitment, special training, and respite care of specially recruited
and trained foster family providers caring for children with medical problems related to drug or alcohol
exposure or to Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS). Originally established as a demonstration
project by Senate Bill (SB) 1173 (Chapter 1385, Statutes of 1989) and Assembly Bill (AB) 2268 (Chapter
1437, Statutes of 1989), the program was extended by SB 1050 (Chapter 296, Statutes of 1993) and made
into a permanent program in 1997 by AB 67 (Chapter 606, Statutes of 1997). AB 2037 (Chapter 799,
Statues of 2000) revised the age for children participating in this program from age three to age five for
those counties that have participated in the program for at least three years.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1989.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 16525.10 through 16525.30.

» The savings to the Foster Care Program resulting from diverting children from expensive out-of-home
placements are reflected in the caseload and expenditure trends for foster care.

* Thisprogram is availableto any county requesting participation pursuant to established procedures and
to the extent funds are available. Currently, there are 11 counties that are participating in this program
(Alameda, Butte, Contra Costa, Glenn, Monterey, Orange, San Diego, San Francisco, San L uis Obispo,
Santa Cruz, and Shasta).

METHODOLOGY:

Thetotal funding for this program for both the current year (CY) and the budget year (BY) is being
held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level. The foster care federal discount rate was
applied to the training and recruitment components.

FUNDING:

For Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-04, respite careis funded 25 percent State General Fund (GF) and 75 percent
county funds. The training and recruitment components are funded with 75 percent and 50 percent federal
funds, respectively, after the foster care federal discount rateis applied. The nonfederal portion isfunded
50 percent GF and 50 percent county funds.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The BY foster care federal discount rate decreased from 76 percent to 75 percent. The BY reflectsrevised
sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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Substance Abuse/HIV Infant Program
REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The counties spending plan reflects a decrease in training and recruitment and an increase in respite care
for FY 2002-03. Thefoster care federa discount rate decreased from 78 percent to 75 percent. The
change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed
2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $5,974 $5,974
Federa 2,055 1,593
State 2,743 2,191
County 1,176 2,190
Reimbursements 0 0
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Child Welfare Services — Pass-Through Title IV-E Costs

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the pass-through of federal Title IV-E funds for probation costs, foster parent
training, and socia work training as described below.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

Probation Costs June 1991 Foster Parent Training Fund 1990-91
Social Work Training ~ 1992-1993 Foster Parent Training — Chancellor’s Office  1998-99
METHODOLOGY:

This premise includes the combined estimated expenditures for the following four Title IV-E pass-through
costs:

» Probation Costs- The State applied for and received federal funding for certain functional areas of
county probation staff activities that are ssimilar to the Title IV-E eligible tasks of county social services
workers. Thisfederal funding source will be passed through to the counties for their federally-eligible
activitiesrelated to the probation casesin the foster care caseload and the Title IV-E eligible training of
probation and mental health staff who provide servicesto children.

e« Foster Parent Training Fund - Chancedllor's Office - Foster and Kinship Care Education Program -

The Foster Parent Training Fund, transmitted from Foster Care reimbursement collections by the
Department of Child Support Services, provides funding for foster parent training programs that are
conducted in community collegesin consultation with the California State Foster Parents Association
and the Department (Senate Bill (SB) 2003 (Chapter 1597, Statutes of 1984)). Since the end of Fiscal
Year (FY) 1990-91, the Department of Health and Human Services has allowed Title IV-E fundsto be
claimed for foster parent training. The foster care federal discount rate is applied to these costs.

» Foster Parent Training — Chancellor’s Office - The Title IV-E funds will be used to match the
Community College Proposition 98 funds for the purpose of reimbursing the Chancellor’ s Office of the
California Community Colleges for the federal share of costs in providing foster parent training.
Assembly Bill (AB) 3062 (Chapter 1016, Statutes of 1996), AB 1127 (Chapter 216, Statutes of 1996),
and SB 916 (Chapter 542, Statutes of 1997) initiated required training for foster parents to become
eligible to care for children placed in foster care.

» Social Worker Training - An agreement between the Department, the University of Californiaand the
California State University was implemented for a statewide training program to increase the number
of social workers employed in California county child welfare services. This effort was initiated due to
the shortage of professionalsin public child welfare services, especially those holding a master's
degreein social work.

Currently, there are 15 schools of social work participating, with an additional school of social work
being added to the agreement in the current fiscal year. Financial aid is provided through the Title IV-
E federal reimbursement program which covers operational costs to the participating institutions and
grants to students.
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Child Welfare Services — Pass-Through Title IV-E Costs

FUNDING:
Costs represent 100 percent federal pass-through funds.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Fiscal Year 2002-03 reflects an increase in actual probation expenditures, an increase in the Foster Parent
Training Fund, and a decrease in State Proposition 98 funds for foster parent training. The budget year
reflects an increase in actual probation expenditures and casel oad growth, a decrease in the foster care
federal discount rate from 76 percent to 75 percent, and a reduction in State Proposition 98 funds for foster
parent training.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

In both fiscal years, an increase in probation costs is due to an increase in the most current actual
expenditures based on county expense claims; in the budget year, probation costs are also projected to
increase due to caseload growth. In the budget year, the foster care federal discount rate decreased (78 to
75 percent) and the Proposition 98 funds decreased, reducing the foster parent training program. Dueto
constraints on the budget, funding will not be provided for the Foster Parent Training Fund (Foster and
Kinship Care Education Program) during the budget year. The current and budget years also reflect an
increase in the social worker training contract costs.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04 Social Worker 2002-03 2003-04
Probation: County Admin.  County Admin. Training: County Admin.  County Admin.
Total $120,650 $132,354 Total $20,257 $21,643
Federal 120,650 132,354 Federal 20,257 21,643
State 0 0 State 0 0
County 0 0 County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0 Reimbursements 0 0
Foster Parent

Foster Parent 2002-03 2003-04 Training— 2002-03 2003-04
Training Fund:  County Admin. County Admin. Chancdlor’s Office:  County Admin.  County Admin.
Total $4,229 $0 Tota $2,346 $2,139
Federal 4,229 0 Federal 2,346 2,139
State 0 0 State 0 0
County 0 0 County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0 Reimbursements 0 0
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Child Welfare Services — Pass-Through Title IV-E Costs

EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000’ s)

COMBINED 2002-03 2003-04
TOTAL.: County Admin. County Admin.
Total $147,482 $156,136

Federal 147,482 156,136

State 0 0

County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Foster Parent Training and Recruitment

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for the enhanced statewide foster parent training and recruitment program.
As part of the Foster Care Initiative, Assembly Bill 2129 (Chapter 1089, Statutes of 1993), the Department
was required to devel op and implement an expanded foster parent training program, and to provide
specialized training for foster parents of children with special care needs. Expansion of recruitment
activities for minority and sibling placements is also specifically emphasized.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 1994.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 903.8.

METHODOLOGY:
» For Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03, the total fund amount has been updated to the actual expenditure level.
» For FY 2003-04, the total fund amount is being held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.

FUNDING:

Thisprogramiseligible for Title IV-E federal funding. After the foster care federal discount rate of 78
percent for FY 2002-03 and 75 percent for FY 2003-04 is applied, costs are shared 75 percent federal and
25 percent nonfederal for the training costs, and 50 percent federal and 50 percent nonfederal for the
recruitment costs. For FY 2002-03, the nonfederal shares are funded 100 percent with State General Fund
(GF). For FY 2003-04, state contract costs are funded 100 percent GF, al other nonfederal costs are
shared 50 percent GF and 50 percent county. The funds are evenly distributed for each component of the
program.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The foster care federal discount rate was updated for the budget year (76 to 75 percent). The budget year
reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the
proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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Foster Parent Training and Recruitment

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $3,598 $3,598
Federa 1,754 1,687
State 1,844 1,025
County 0 886
Reimbursements 0 0
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Minor Parent Services and Investigations

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for a program designed to discourage teen pregnancy and encourage
appropriate parenting of teen parents and their children. As established by Assembly Bill 908 (Chapter
304, Statutes of 1995), the guidelines require pregnant and parenting teensto live with their parents or
legal guardians as a condition for receiving welfare benefits unless specific conditions exist. Teen parents
not living at home will live in an appropriate, supervised setting. Minor Parent Services (MPS) will be
provided if deemed necessary.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
The investigative part of this premise implemented on May 1, 1997.
The MPS part of this premise implemented on June 1, 1997.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code (W& IC) sections 11254, 16504(b), and 16506.

» Itisassumed that any situations of abuse or neglect under W& IC section 300 requiring afoster care
living arrangement resulting from this investigation, are already reflected in Child Welfare Services
(CWS) and Foster Care caseload trends.

» For theinvestigation data, it is assumed that a social worker will spend four hours investigating each
case. Thefour hoursinclude one and one-half hours each for two client contacts (teen parent and the
teen parent’ s parent(s) or legal guardian), including interviews and documentation. An additiona hour
isallocated for travel and time to prepare areport of the social worker's findings.

» Based on historical family maintenance data, it is assumed that minor parents (mostly those at 17 years
of age) will be alowed to form their own assistance units (AUs) and receive MPS. The estimated
number of minor parents approved for their own AUs at age 17 is based on application survey data.

An average of six months of servicesis estimated for each case.

METHODOLOGY:

* Inboth Fiscal Years (FYs) 2002-03 and 2003-04, the total funding for this program remains at the same
level. The methodology for both FY s also remains the same.

* Costsfor investigationsin FY s 2002-03 and 2003-04 are based on the four hours of investigating time
for the projected caseload. Thistime is multiplied by the hourly cost of a CWS social worker (11,404
cases X 4 hours x $67.84 per hour).

»  The MPS costs for both FY s 2002-03 and 2003-04 are based on the estimated number of minor parents
approved for their own AUs (along with their child) for an average of six months of service estimated
for each case. Annual social worker costs, plus direct costs (15.04 percent) are calculated for the total
number of MPS cases served.
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Minor Parent Services and Investigations

FUNDING:

The costs of performing the investigations and providing MPS are eligible for 50 percent funding under the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families block grant. For FY 2002-03, all nonfederal costs are shared 70
percent state and 30 percent county. For FY 2003-04, nonfederal costs are shared 50 percent state and 50
percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and L ocal
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change in State General Fund expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a
result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
COMBINED TOTAL: 2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $7,097 $7,097
Federal 3,549 3,549
State 2,484 1,774
County 1,064 1,774
Reimbursements 0 0
Investigations: 2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $3,096 $3,096
Federal 1,548 1,548
State 1,084 774
County 464 774
Reimbursements 0 0
Minor Parent Services: 2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $4,001 $4,001
Federal 2,001 2,001
State 1,400 1,000
County 600 1,000
Reimbursements 0 0
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Kinship Support Services
DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for the grants-in-aid program that provides start-up and expansion funds for
local kinship support service programs. As designated by Assembly Bill (AB) 1193 (Chapter 794, Statutes
of 1997), the Kinship Support Services Program is to be conducted by the Department with theinitial
grants being awarded in July 1998 to eight counties. These programs are to provide community-based
family support services to kinship (relative) caregivers and the children who are placed in their homes by
the juvenile court or who are at risk of dependency or delinguency.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutes Code section 16605.

» The participating counties for Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-04 are: Alameda, Contra Costa, Los Angeles,
Monterey, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, and
Stanislaus.

METHODOLOGY:
The estimate reflects the amount contained in AB 1193.

FUNDING:
For FY 2003-04, this program is funded 50 percent state and 50 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the proposed 2003-04 State and L ocal
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change in State General Fund expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a
result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $1,500 $1,500
Federal 0 0
State 1,500 750
County 0 750
Reimbursements 0 0
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Kinship/Foster Care Emergency Funds

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost to provide emergency funds to relative caregivers and foster parents. The
program primarily offers one-time assistance for necessary housing needs, such as extra beds and clothing.
Short-term support services, such as crisis counseling, are also provided to prevent children from entering
or re-entering the child welfare system.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
Authorizing statute: The Budget Act of 2001.

METHODOLOGY:
The Budget Bill designated the State General Fund (GF) amount.

FUNDING:
This premise is shared 50 percent GF and 50 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and L ocal
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a result of the
proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $1,000 $1,000
Federal 0 0
State 1,000 500
County 0 500
Reimbursements 0 0
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Child Welfare Services/Case Management System
Staff Development

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost to fund staff development for the Child Welfare Services/Case Management
System (CWS/CM S) which was implemented as aresult of Senate Bill 370 (Chapter 1294, Statutes of
1989). The estimate includes costs for five training components plus costs to maintain three training tools
in order to continue to provide statewide CWS/CM S training curriculum and classes. This statewide
training promotes user continuity and consistency to meet Statewide Automated Child Welfare Information
System requirements.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1997.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 16501.5.

* Theestimate includes training costs for all new users as aresult of user growth and staff turnover.
* Thecost per hour of training is $48.07 for each fiscal year (FY).

* The estimate assumes an 11.5 percent staff turnover rate.

» Thereare 15,819 projected users for FY 2002-03 and 18,955 projected users for FY 2003-04.

* The estimate includes costs for five training components:

¢ New User Training — provides 44 hours of basic training for newly hired staff as aresult of staff
turnover;

¢+ Intermediate/Advanced Training — provides 16 hours of training to service providers on the
more difficult tasks not covered in the new user training;

¢ Management/Supervisory Training — provides 16 hours of training to management on the
supervisory process of approvals and program management reports;

¢ System Support Training — provides 24 hours of training to newly hired system support staff as a
result of caseload growth and staff turnover in order to assist other users as needed; and,

¢ Database Training — provides 24 hours of training to staff responsible for extracting and
interpreting caseload data.

* Costsare aso included for statewide contracted training needs.
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Child Welfare Services/Case Management System
Staff Development

METHODOLOGY:

Costs are calculated for each training component by multiplying the number of users being trained by the
number of hours of training at the hourly cost for training. Costs are then added for the statewide
contracted training needs.

* FY 2002-03: (1,819 New Users x 44 hours x $48.07) + (1,559 Intermediate/Advanced Users x 16
hours x $48.07) + (195 Management/Supervisory Users x 16 hours x $48.07) + (55 System Support
Users x 24 hours x $48.07) + (29 Database Users x 24 hours x $48.07) + $3,000,000 statewide contract
cost.

« FY 2003-04: (2,180 New Users x 44 hours x $48.07) + (1,837 Intermediate/Advanced Users x 16
hours x $48.07) + (250 Management/Supervisory Users x 16 hours x $48.07) + (55 System Support
Users x 24 hours x $48.07) + (49 Database Users x 24 hours x $48.07) + $3,000,000 statewide contract
cost

FUNDING:

After applying the foster care federal discount rate of 78 percent for FY 2002-03 and 75 percent for FY
2003-04, federally-€eligible costs are shared 75 percent federal Title IV-E and 25 percent nonfederal. For
FY 2002-03, nonfederal costs are shared 70 percent State General Fund (GF) and 30 percent county.
However, statewide training contract costs are not discounted and nonfederal costs for the statewide
training contract are 100 percent GF. For FY 2003-04, nonfederal costs other than the statewide training
contract are 50 percent GF and 50 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The foster care federal discount rate decreased from 76 to 75 percent. The change in GF expenditures for
the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios for the nonfederal share of costs as a result of the proposed
FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The foster care federal discount rate has decreased from 78 to 75 percent. The GF reduction in the budget
year reflectsinclusion of all but the training component portion of this premisein the proposed FY 2003-04
State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $8,294 $9,336
Federal 5,347 5,814
State 2,288 2,136
County 659 1,386
Reimbursements 0 0
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Child Welfare Services/Case Management System Ongoing

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs related to the ongoing and administrative support of the Child Welfare
Services/Case Management System (CWS/CMS). As mandated by Senate Bill 370 (Chapter 1294, Statutes
of 1989), the CWS/CM S provides a comprehensive database, case management tool, and reporting system
for the CWS Program. It contains both current and historical information for al children statewide in
emergency response, family maintenance, family reunification, and permanent placement. CWS/CMS aso
includes information regarding adoptions to produce the semiannual adoption and foster care analysis
reporting system reports.

CWS/CMS provides: (1) immediate statewide data on referrals for children at risk of abuse, neglect or
exploitation; (2) immediate case status and case tracking for children and families receiving child welfare
services; (3) necessary information and forms required to determine eligibility for the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children - Foster Care Program; (4) tracking for all placement activities for children in foster
care; and (5) issuance of the appropriate notice of action messages, court reports and service plans. The
system also produces all required state and federal reports.

In July 1995, the California Health and Human Services Agency directed the transfer of magjor information
technology projects from the California Department of Social Services (CDSS) to the California Health
and Human Services Agency Data Center (HHSDC), formerly known as the Health and Welfare Data
Center. HHSDC administers the projects under an interagency agreement with the CDSS.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise became effective Fiscal Year (FY) 1995-96.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 16501.5.

» All counties became operational with the completion of data conversion in the summer of 1998. Costs
are based on the FY 2003-04 Budget Change Proposals.

METHODOLOGY:

Costs represent ongoing maintenance and operations (M& O) costs associated with support and oversight of
the CWS/ICMS. Costsinclude the wide-area network (WAN) maintained by HHSDC, HHSDC
administrative support, and vendor costs related to operation, support, and maintenance of the application
and technical architecture.

FUNDING:

Federal funding for ongoing CWS/CMS costs is based on the federal cost allocation plan for CMS.
Federally-eligible costs are shared at 50 percent federal Title IV-E and 50 percent State General Fund,
except for 17 percent of the WAN costs, which are funded at 100 percent federal Temporary Aid to Needy
Families funds.
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Child Welfare Services/Case Management Services Ongoing

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The decrease is the result of an amendment to the prime vendor contract and the financing of equipment to
be purchased in FY 2003-04.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year reflects a decrease for the prime vendor costs; and increases for staff and OE&E, contract
costs, and administrative overhead. The prime vendor contract amendment reflects a significant funding
decrease with increased services. The staffing increases are required to continue the procurement process
for anew prime vendor contract and to transfer the statewide training for CWS/CM S from CDSS to the
project office.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Tota $82,803 $104,260
Federal 41,924 52,614
State 40,879 51,646
County
Reimbursements
CDSS/HHSDC PARTNERSHIP:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Tota $82,803 $104,260
CDSS 520 580
HHSDC 82,283 103,680
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CWS/CMS Application Server Replacement Project

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs related to the replacement of server hardware, operating system, and support
software to enable the Child Welfare Services/Case Management System (CWS/CMS) to continue to
function with aviable, technologically current infrastructure that supports the CWS Program.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented in Fiscal Year (FY) 2001-02.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 16501.5.

» Costs are based on the FY 2002-03 Budget Change Proposal.

METHODOLOGY:

Costs represent services to design, develop, configure, test, pilot, and implement the new server solution
and the purchase of server hardware and software.

FUNDING:

Federal funding for ongoing CWS/CMS costs is based on the federal cost allocation plan for CWS/CMS.
Federally-eligible costs are shared at 50 percent federal Title IV-E and 50 percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.
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CWS/CMS Application Server Replacement Project

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Total $276 $276
Federal 138 138
State 138 138
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
CDSS/HHSDC PARTNERSHIP:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Tota $276 $276
CDSS 0 0
HHSDC 276 276
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CWS/CMS Expanded Adoptions Subsystem

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs related to the design, development, integration, implementation and
maintenance of the Expanded Adoptions Subsystem (EAS). In August of 1999, ateam of federal staff
from the Administration for Children and Families (ACF) performed areview of the Child Welfare
Services/Case Management System (CWS/CMS) to determineif it met the functional requirements of the
federaly defined Statewide Automated Child Welfare Information System (SACWIS). The December
1999 ACF Report praised California s efforts to-date; however, several issues must be addressed to
maintain eligibility for enhanced federa development funding received. ACF requires an adoptions case
management component in the statewide SACWIS system. In response to the federal SACWIS Review,
additional staff and consultant services are heeded to design, develop, and implement the EAS. The Health
and Human Services Data Center (HHSDC) will be responsible for the EAS planning, procurement, and
implementation. The EAS will be designed to meet federal and state reporting requirements for children
who are adopted within the State of California. It will be an integrated system within CWS/CMS.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented in Fiscal Year (FY) 2001-02.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 16501.5.

» Costs are based on the FY 2003-04 Budget Change Proposal.

METHODOLOGY:

Costs represent state staff and contract services to design, develop, integrate, implement and maintain the
EAS.

FUNDING:

Federal funding for the EAS is based on the federal cost allocation plan for CWS/ICMS. Federaly-eligible
costs are shared at 50 percent federal Title IV-E and 50 percent state.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease isfor additional staff, operating expenses and equipment, contract services, data center
services and administrative overhead.
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CWS/CMS Expanded Adoptions Subsystem

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Total $722 $6,066
Federal 361 3,033
State 361 3,033
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
CDSS/HHSDC PARTNERSHIP:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Tota $722 $6,066
CDSS 0 0
HHSDC 722 6,066
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Child Health and Safety Fund

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the Office of Child Abuse Prevention’s (OCAP) share of the Child Health and Safety
Fund (CHSF) established for the purpose of child abuse prevention in the community. Assembly Bill 3087
(Chapter 1316, Statutes of 1992) established the CHSF. Monies for this fund are generated through the
Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) “Have aHeart, Be a Star, Help our Kids’ license plate program.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

e Authorizing statute: Vehicle Code section 5072.

» Thetotal CHSF revenue for both Fiscal Y ears 2002-03 and 2003-04 is $1,844,000.

*  OCAP may utilize 22.5 percent of this fund for child abuse prevention in the community.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated revenue was projected based on the last two years of actual revenue from the DMV license
plate program. Of thisrevenue, 22.5 percent can be transferred to the counties to be used for child abuse
prevention activities ($1,844,000 total CHSF revenue x 22.5 percent for OCAP = $415,000).

FUNDING:
All funds are provided by the CHSF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000's)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $415 $415
Federal 0 0
State 415 415
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Supportive and Therapeutic Options Program (STOP)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects costs for providing expanded therapeutic day services as an aternative to placement
in foster care and as a means of reunifying children with their families from these placements. These
services are provided to families with children and youth returning from out-of-home placement or at-risk
of such placements that cannot access services through current mental health services or other funding
mechanisms. Services target a broader number of children than the current child welfare services
population, as they will include children and youth at-risk of placement and those exiting foster care.

Funds provide supportive and therapeutic servicesin order to prevent placement in out-of-home care and/or
provide aftercare services to facilitate a successful transition to home or community from out-of-home care
placements.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented in August 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 16500, 16508.2, and 16508.3.

* Originally, the program would have served 4,430 children who are not eligible for Medi-Cal during
Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-04. However, with available funding being held at the Budget Act of 2002
Appropriation level, only 3,207 children will be served.

» The Department of Mental Health projected annual costs for mental health services per child for FY
2003-04 will be $4,434.
METHODOLOGY:

The cost for this program is calculated by multiplying the estimated number of children who will be served
(3,207) by the projected cost per case for mental health services ($4,434) during FY 2003-04.

FUNDING:
This premise is shared 50 percent state and 50 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and L ocal
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change in State General Fund expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as a
result of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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Supportive and Therapeutic Options Program (STOP)

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $14,220 $14,220
Federad 0 0
State 9,954 7,110
County 4,266 7,110
Reimbursements 0 0
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Group Home Monthly Visits

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs of providing monthly visits to all foster care children placed in group homes
(GHs), both in-state and out-of-state. This premise was authorized by Senate Bill 933 (Chapter 311,
Statutes of 1998).

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 16516.5.

Thein-state GH caseload is projected to be 9,752 for Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03 and 11,483 for FY
2003-04 based on data as reported on the Child Welfare Services/Case Management System. The out-
of-state GH caseload is estimated at 85 for FY 2002-03 and 178 for FY 2003-04.

The hourly cost of asocial worker is $74.40 for FY 2002-03 and $72.60 for FY 2003-04.
For the out-of-state placements, it is assumed that an average of two cases can be visited per trip.
All GH placements will receive ten additional visits per year.

In-state visits will take an average of two hours per visit and out-of -state visits will take an average of
12 hoursto visit two cases.

Based on caseload data for in-state GH placements, 3,712 cases are placed out-of-county for FY 2002-
03, and 4,465 for FY 2003-04. For both fiscal years, these cases have been budgeted to include an
additional two hours of travel time.

For both FY's 2002-03 and 2003-04, out-of -state per diem costs are estimated at $124 and out-of -state
travel costs are estimated at $500.

METHODOLOGY:

For each fiscal year, the in-state costs for ten visits are cal culated using the in-state GH caseload for
two hours per visit multiplied by the hourly cost of asocial worker (FY 2002-03: 10 visits x 9,752
cases X 2 hours x $74.40; FY 2003-04: 10 visits x 11,483 cases x 2 hours x $72.60).

An additional two hours are calculated for the in-state, out-of-county placements at the hourly cost of a
socia worker (FY 2002-03: 2 hours x 3,712 cases x $74.40; FY 2003-04: 2 hours x 4,465 cases x
$72.60).

The out-of-state costs for ten visits are cal culated using the out-of-state GH caseload divided by two
(two cases per visit) for 12 hours per visit multiplied by the hourly cost of a social worker (FY 2002-
03: 10 visits x 43 cases x 12 hours x $74.40; FY 2003-04: 10 visits x 89 cases x 12 hours x $72.60).

Per diem and travel costs are added for each visit (FY 2002-03: $624 per diem/travel x 10 visits x 43
cases, FY 2003-04: $624 per diem/travel x 10 visits x 89 cases).
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FUNDING:

After applying the foster care federal discount rates of 78 percent for FY 2002-03 and 75 percent for FY
2003-04, federally-€eligible costs are shared 50 percent federal Title IV-E and 50 percent nonfederal.
Nonfederal costs are 100 percent State General Fund (GF) for FY 2002-03. For FY 2003-04, nonfederal
costs are 50 percent GF and 50 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Theincrease isdueto an increase in caseload. The foster care federal discount rate has also decreased
from 76 percent to 75 percent. The change GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing
ratios for the nonfederal share of costs as aresult of the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease isdueto anincrease in caseload. The foster care federal discount rate has also decreased
from 78 percent to 75 percent. The GF reduction in the budget year reflects inclusion of this premisein the
proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $15,706 $18,390
Federa 6,125 6,896
State 9,581 5,747
County 0 5,747
Reimbursements 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost associated with conducting background checks prior to placing children in
the home of arelative, or the home of any other person who is not alicensed foster parent. The
background checks are authorized by Senate Bill 645 (Chapter 949, Statutes of 1998), which requires a
court or social worker to conduct both a criminal record check through the California Law Enforcement
Telecommunications System (CLETS) and a Child Abuse Index check as a means of assessing the
appropriateness of aplacement. The bill further requiresthat if either the CLETS or Child Abuse Index
check indicate a criminal history, then an additional fingerprint clearance check must be conducted through
the Department of Justice. However, pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 1522.06, use of CLETS
is no longer applicable after January 1, 2000, or after an automated mobile and fixed location fingerprint
identification system (Live Scan) is available and accessible to a child welfare agency, whichever comes
first. Therefore, all unlicensed foster parents will be subject to both a Live Scan fingerprint check and a
Child Abuse Index check.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 1999.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 361.4.

» The caseload for Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03 is 15,145, based on new placement data for Calendar Y ear
2001. Dueto the elimination of the ‘ certified pending licensure home' category by the Adoption and
Safe Families Act and state statute, the caseload for FY 2003-04 has increased to 23,797, to include al
potential placements with relatives and nonrelative extended family members based on new placement
datafor FY 2001-02.

» Itisassumed that an average of two children is placed per home and that an average of two personsin
the home will require background checks.

* Thecost for the Child Abuse Index check is estimated at $15 per check.

e For FY 2002-03, costs for Live Scan fingerprint checks are $32 along with a $14 application fee per
check.

e For FY 2003-04, costs for Live Scan fingerprint checks are $32 along with a $16 application fee per
check.

METHODOLOGY:

» Sincetwo children are placed per home and two persons will require background checks per home,
costs are calculated for the entire caseload at $61 per check (FY 2002-03: 15,145 x $61 per check; FY
2003-04: 23,298 x $63 per check).
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FUNDING:

After applying the foster care federal discount rate of 78 percent for FY 2002-02 and 75 percent for FY
2003-04, federally-€eligible costs are shared 50 percent federal Title IV-E and 50 percent nonfederal.
Nonfederal costs are 100 percent State General Fund (GF) for FY 2002-03. For FY 2003-04, nonfederal
costs are 50 percent GF and 50 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The Live Scan application fee has increased from $14 to $16 while the caseload has slightly decreased.
The foster care federal discount rate decreased from 76 to 75 percent. The change GF expenditures for the
budget year reflects revised sharing ratios for the nonfederal share of costs as a result of the proposed FY
2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease is due to an increase in caseload and an increase in the Live Scan application fee. The foster
care federal discount rate has decreased from 78 to 75 percent. The GF reduction in the budget year
reflectsinclusion of this premise in the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $924 $1,468
Federal 360 550
State 564 459
County 0 459
Reimbursements 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost associated with conducting an in-home approval prior to placing childrenin
the home of arelative, or the home of a nonrelative extended family member (Initial Approvals). This
premise also reflects the cost of conducting an annual visit for continued approval of arelative home
(Annual Approvals). Assembly Bill (AB) 1695 (Chapter 653, Statutes of 2001) requires the county welfare
department to conduct an in-home inspection to assess the safety of the home and the ability of the relative
to care for the child’ s needs. The hill stipulates that the standards used to evaluate and grant or deny
approval of the home of the relative shall be the same standards set forth in regulations for the licensing of
foster family homes. The new licensing requirements for foster family homes require an annual 20 percent
targeted visit beginning August 2003. The same standard will be used for al existing relatives and

nonrel ative extended family members beginning in Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-04.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented January 1, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 309(d).
» Thenew caseload for FY 2002-03 is 15,145, based on new placement data for Calendar Y ear 2001.

Based on new placement data for Calendar Y ear 2002, the new caseload for FY 2003-04 for all
potential placements with relatives and nonrelative extended family members is 23,298.

» Theexisting caseload for FY 2003-04 is 33,885 based on placement data for January 2003.
» Itisassumed that an average of two children are placed per home.

e For FY 2002-03, it is assumed that it will take an average of 3 hoursfor theinitial approval of each
home. Based on information from the California Welfare Directors' Association, for FY 2003-04, it is
now assumed that it will take an average of six hours for the initial approval of each home.

e Itisassumed that it will take an average of three hours to conduct an annual visit for reapproval of the
home. Targeted visitswill begin in August 2003.

* Thehourly cost of asocial worker is $74.40 for FY 2002-03, and $72.60 for FY 2003-04.

METHODOLOGY:

Since two children are placed per home, costs are calculated for half of the caseload multiplied by the
number of hours for approval, multiplied by the hourly cost of asocial worker. For FY 2003-04, annual
visits are included for July, and targeted visits will implement in August 2003.

FUNDING:

After the foster care federal discount rate of 78 percent for FY 2002-03 and 75 percent for FY 2003-04 is
applied, federally-€eligible costs are shared 50 percent federal Title IV-E and 50 percent nonfederal. For
FY 2002-03, nonfederal costs are 100 percent State General Fund (GF). For FY 2003-04, nonfederal costs
are 50 percent GF and 50 percent county.
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CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

This premise now displays Initial Approvals and Annua Approvals separately. The FY 2003-04 estimate
has been updated for caseload and social worker cost per hour. The number of hours per initial approval
has increased from three hours to six hours. The Annual Approvals has been changed to reflect the 20
percent targeted visits beginning in August 2003. The change in GF expenditures for the budget year
reflects revised sharing ratios for the nonfederal share of costs as aresult of the proposed FY 2003-04 State
and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease is due to the increase in caseload and the addition of an annual visit. The number of hours per
initial approval has also increased from three hoursto six hours. The foster care federal discount rate has
decreased from 78 percent to 75 percent. The budget year estimate includes a county share of costs. The
GF reduction in the budget year reflectsinclusion of this premise in the proposed FY 2003-04 State and
Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:
(in000's)
Initial Approvals: 2002-03 2003-04 Annual Approvals: 2002-03 2003-04
County Admin.  County Admin. County Admin.  County Admin.
Tota $1,690 $5,075 Total $0 $984
Federal 659 1,903 Federal 0 369
State 1,031 1,586 State 0 308
County 0 1,586 County 0 307
Reimbursements 0 0 Reimbursements 0 0
COMBINED 2002-03 2003-04
TOTAL:
County Admin.  County Admin.
Tota $1,690 $6,059
Federal 659 2,272
State 1,031 1,894
County 0 1,893
Reimbursements 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost associated with conducting additional approvals when more than one relative
or nonrelated extended family member is seeking to have related foster children placed with them. These
additional approvals of all willing relatives or nonrelated extended family members are necessary in order
to fairly establish viable placement options and to better enable the State to meet the federal Adoption and
Safe Families Act requirement that approval of relative homes be in compliance with foster family home
licensing/approval standards.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise implemented December 1, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 309(d).

» The caseload for Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03 is 23,797, based on new placement data for FY 2001-02.
The caseload for FY 2003-04 is 23,298, based on new placement data for Calendar Y ear 2002.

» Itisassumed that an average of two children are placed per home.

» For FY 2002-03, it is assumed that 60 percent of the placements have more than one party interested in
receiving the placement. Based on information from the California Welfare Directors’ Association
(CWDA), for FY 2003-04 it is now assumed that 30 percent of the placements have more than one
party interested in receiving the placement.

e Itisassumed that there are two to three (2.5 average) interested parties per placement. Therefore, since
the “Relative Home Approval” premise already provides for one assessment, there is an average of 1.5
additional homes that require approvals.

» For FY 2002-03, it is assumed that it will take an average of three hours to assess each home for
approval. Based on information from CWDA, it is now assumed that it will take an average of 12
hours to assess each home for approval.

* Thehourly cost of asocial worker is $72.64 for FY 2002-03, and $72.60 for FY 2003-04.

METHODOLOGY:

The number of approvals to be conducted is calculated by dividing the casel oad by the average placements
per home, then multiplying by the percentage of placements with multiple interest multiplied by the
additional homes requiring approval. Annual costs are calculated by multiplying the number of approvals
by the number of hours per approval multiplied by the hourly cost of a social worker. The FY 2002-03
estimate reflects seven months of costs.

FUNDING:

After the foster care federal discount rate of 77 percent for FY 2002-03 and 75 percent for FY 2003-04 is
applied, federally-€eligible costs are shared 50 percent federal Title IV-E and 50 percent nonfederal. For
FY 2002-03, nonfederal costs are shared 70 percent State General Fund (GF) and 30 percent county. For
FY 2003-04, nonfederal costs are 50 percent GF and 50 percent county.
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CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The number of hours for the approvals has changed from 3 hoursto 12 hours. The caseload has decreased
and the percentage of placements that have more than one interested party has changed from 60 percent to
30 percent. Thefoster care federal discount rate decreased from 76 to 75 percent. The change GF
expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios for the nonfederal share of costs as a result
of the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

FY 2003-04 reflects full year costs. The number of hours for the approvals has changed from 3 hours to 12
hours. The foster care federal discount rate has decreased from 77 percent to 75 percent. The GF
reduction in the budget year reflectsinclusion of this premise in the proposed FY 2003-04 State and L ocal
Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:
(in000's)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $1,361 $4,567
Federal 524 1,713
State 586 1,427
County 251 1,427
Reimbursements 0 0
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Grievance Review for Relatives

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost associated with providing areview process upon request for relatives seeking
to have related foster children placed with them but who are determined not to meet approval standards
established by law and regulation. Making a grievance review available to relatives disapproved prior to
placement is necessary to afford due process through an objective review of the basis for the disapproval
and to better enable the State to meet the federal Adoption and Safe Families Act requirement that approval
of relative homes be in compliance with foster family home licensing/approval standards.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented January 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 309(d).

» The caseload for Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03 is 23,797, based on new placement data for FY 2001-02.
The caseload for FY 2003-04 is 23,298, based on new placement data for Calendar Y ear 2002.

» Itisassumed that an average of two children are placed per home.

» For FY 2002-03, it is assumed that 60 percent of the placements have more than one party interested in
receiving the placement. Based on information from the California Welfare Directors’ Association, for
FY 2003-04 it is now assumed that 30 percent of the placements have more than one party interested in
receiving the placement.

» Itisassumed that there are two to three (2.5 average) interested parties per placement.

» Itisassumed that 45 percent of homes will be disapproved.

» Itisassumed that 20 percent of those whose homes are disapproved will request areview.
» Itisassumed that it will take an average of eight hours to review each case.

* Thehourly cost of asocial worker is $72.64 for FY 2002-03, and $72.60 for FY 2003-04.

METHODOLOGY:

The number of reviews to be conducted is calculated by dividing the casel oad by the average placements
per home, then multiplying by the percentage of placements with multiple interest multiplied by the
average interested parties per placement, then multiplying by the percent of homes that are disapproved and
the percent of those requesting areview. Annual costs are calculated by multiplying the number of reviews
by the number of hours per review multiplied by the hourly cost of a social worker. The FY 2002-03
estimate reflects six months of costs.
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FUNDING:

After the foster care federal discount rate of 77 percent for FY 2002-03 and 75 percent for FY 2003-04 is
applied, federally-€eligible costs are shared 50 percent federal Title IV-E and 50 percent nonfederal.
Nonfederal costs are shared 70 percent State General Fund (GF) and 30 percent county for FY 2002-03.
For FY 2003-04, nonfederal costs are 50 percent GF and 50 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The caseload has decreased and the percentage of placements that have more than one interested party has
changed from 60 percent to 30 percent. The foster care federal discount rate decreased from 76 to 75
percent. The change GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing ratios for the nonfederal
share of costs as aresult of the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Loca Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

While FY 2003-04 reflects full year costs as opposed to half year costs, the estimate has slightly decreased
due to the change in the percentage of placements that have more than one interested party and the decrease
in caseload. The foster care federal discount rate has decreased from 77 percent to 75 percent. The GF
reduction in the budget year reflects inclusion of this premisein the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local
Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:
(in000's)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $467 $457
Federa 180 171
State 201 143
County 86 143
Reimbursements 0 0
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Live Scan Technology
DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost to maintain Live Scan machines in the 58 county child welfare services
agencies. Before achild can be placed in an unlicensed relative or guardian home, caregivers must clear a
criminal record check. Live Scan technology provides the capability to do instantaneous criminal record
checks from fingerprints. Providing and maintaining Live Scan machines to the child welfare agencies
allows for immediate onsite fingerprint processing.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented July 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Assembly Bill 1740 (Chapter 52, Statutes of 2000).

»  The 58 counties were provided funds to purchase 100 Live Scan machinesin Fiscal Y ear (FY) 2000-01.
» Costs are negotiated and contracted with a Live Scan vendor by each of the counties.

e Contract costs for on-going maintenance are based on an existing Live Scan contract for Community
Care Licensing activities.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimate is based on an existing Live Scan contract to provide on-going maintenance.

FUNDING:

After the foster care federal discount rate of 78 percent for FY 2002-03 and 75 percent for FY 2003-04 is
applied, federally-€eligible costs are shared 50 percent federal Title IV-E and 50 percent nonfederal.
Nonfederal costs are 100 percent State General Fund (GF) for FY 2002-03. For FY 2003-04, nonfederal
costs are 50 percent GF and 50 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The foster care federal discount rate decreased from 76 to 75 percent. The change GF expenditures for the
budget year reflects revised sharing ratios for the nonfederal share of costs as aresult of the proposed FY
2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The foster care federal discount rate has changed from 78 percent to 75 percent. The GF reduction in the
budget year reflects inclusion of this premise in the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $1,200 $1,200
Federa 468 450
State 732 375
County 0 375
Reimbursements 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost to fund positions for public health care nurses (PHNS) in the county welfare
departments. These nurses will provide enhanced health services to children entering foster care. As
authorized by Assembly Bill 1111 (Chapter 147, Statutes of 1999), this program will improve the physical,
mental, dental and developmental well being of children in the child welfare system. The PHNs funded
through this program shall work closely with the child’s caseworker or probation officer to coordinate
health care services and serve as a liaison with health care professionals and other providers of health
related services.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 16501.3.
* Thenew foster care caseload per PHN is based on a 1:200 ratio.

» Based on actua datafrom July 2002 to December 2002, the number of new monthly cases added to
foster careis 23,029.

e Thecost foraPHN in Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-04 is $100,000.
» Thereisno alowance for nurse supervisors.

» The State General Fund (GF) matching funds (25 percent) is reflected in the Department’ s budget and,
through an interagency agreement, passed over to the budget of the Department of Health Services
(DHS).

METHODOLOGY:

For FY 2003-04, the new foster care caseload, after being expanded to afull year, is divided by the number
of annual cases per PHN, then multiplied by the unit cost of a PHN to determine the total cost of the
program (23,029 + 200) x $100,000). The total funds are multiplied by 25 percent to cal culate the amount
reflected in the Department’ s budget and the remaining 75 percent of the funds are reflected in the budget
of the DHS.

FUNDING:

This programis eligible for enhanced Federa Title XIX funding of 75 percent with a match of 25 percent
GF. For FY 2003-04, the nonfederal costs are 50 percent GF and 50 percent county. The federal funds are
reflected in the budget of the DHS.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The number of cases added has declined. The budget year reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the
proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

375



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Health Services for Children in Foster Care

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease in costs for FY 2003-04 reflects an increase in the new foster care casel oad; however, the rate
per PHN remains unchanged. The change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects revised sharing
ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $5,584 $5,757
Federa 0 0
State 5,584 2,879
County 0 2,878
Reimbursements 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost of the contract for an independent evaluation of the legislatively mandated
Best Practices Child and Family Assessment pilot project. Asauthorized by Senate Bill 933 (Chapter 311,
Statutes of 1998), the Best Practices pilot project must be independently evaluated on the effectiveness of
the assessment protocol or instrument. This pilot project shall identify the strengths and needs of the child
to be met by the placement agency, the methods for monitoring and the delivery of services by the
placement agencies. The six pilot counties that will be participating in this program are Humboldt, Marin,
Merced, Santa Barbara, San Luis Obispo, and Santa Clara.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 16501.2.

* Thetotal cost of the evaluation will be $500,000 spread over three fiscal years.
* Thefoster care federal discount rate for Fiscal Year 2002-03 is 78 percent.

METHODOLOGY:

Funds will be used to contract with an independent evaluator.

FUNDING:

After the foster care federal discount rate is applied, federally-eligible costs are shared 50 percent federal
Title 1V-E and 50 percent nonfederal. Nonfederally-eligible costs are funded 100 percent with State
General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
This program will be discontinued in the budget year.

377



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Best Practices Evaluation

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $166 $0
Federa 65 0
State 101 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Child and Family Service Reviews (AB 636)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for the California Health and Human Services Agency to convene a
workgroup comprised of representatives of specified entities and organizations to establish awork plan by
which child and family service reviews shall be conducted. It is authorized by Assembly Bill (AB) 636
(Chapter 678, Statutes of 2002), which appropriated the one-time amount of $100,000 State General Fund
(GF) to the agency for purposes of thisbill.

The Child Welfare System Improvement and Accountability Act of 2001 requires the California
Department of Social Services (CDSS) to establish the California Child and Family Service Review
System, in order to review all county child welfare systems. These reviews shall cover child protective
services, foster care, adoption, family preservation, family support, and independent living.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on October 1, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 10601.2.

*  The amount appropriated to the California Health and Human Services Agency for this premise was
$100,000 GF.

* No costs are anticipated during the budget year.
» Matching Federal Title IV-E funds of $100,000 will be available.

METHODOLOGY:

AB 636 appropriated $100,000 to the California Health and Human Services Agency for the purposes of
this bill and will be matched with federal Title IV-E funds. These funds will be transferred to the CDSS,
who will contract with the various workgroup representatives.

FUNDING:

One-time funding for this premise will be appropriated during Fiscal Y ear 2002-03. Federal and
reimbursement funds will be equally matched at $100,000 each.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thisis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Funding for this premise will be provided for the current year only.
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EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $200 $0
Federa 100 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 100 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects costs associated with agency (relinquishment) and independent adoptions for 30
counties. Although only 28 counties provide adoptive services, these costs include current year funding for
independent adoptions and servicesin two adjacent counties. The independent adoptions program is being
privatized in the budget year and therefore, neither the counties nor the State will be performing this type
of adoption. Relinquishment and agency adoption include:

1. Agency (Relinguishment) Adoptions - Placements through alicensed adoption agency in which a
child to be adopted has been relinguished by his or her natural parents or in which, due to abuse or
neglect, parental rights have been terminated by court action; and

2. Independent Adoptions - Placements in which the parents place a child directly with an adopting
family or persons of their choice.

The 1996 Adoptions Initiative (Assembly Bill 1524, Chapter 1083, Statutes of 1996) was introduced to
maximize adoption opportunities for children in public foster care and reduce the foster care population.
Counties were funded based on performance agreements that increased the number of adoption social
workersin an effort to double the number of statewide adoptive placements. As aresult of the Adoptions
Initiative, the annual number of foster children who were placed in an adoptive home increased from 3,000
to over 7,200.

Previoudly, this premise was separated from the Adoptions Initiative premise in order to illustrate the fiscal
impact of the Initiative. However, since achieving the goal of doubling the number of statewide adoptions,
this premise now combines the Adoptions Initiative with the Adoption Program basic costs to fund the
program with 560.55 full-time equivalents (FTES) in the current year. Beginning in the budget year, the
independent adoptions program will begin phasing out and the number of FTESis being reduced to 547.55
as aresult of the privatization of the independent adoptions program.

Both the current and budget years use federal incentive funding ($7.3 million and $4.4 million,
respectively) to provide basic adoptive services. Refer to the “Federal Incentives for Adoptive Services’
premise for more information on this funding source.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 16100 through 16106.
* The statewide average unit cost per adoption social worker is $138,434.

*  The counties will be funded with 560.55 FTEs in Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03, and 547.55 FTEsin FY
2003-04.

* Independent adoptions will be phased out beginning in October 2003.

METHODOLOGY:
FY 2002-03

* Thefunding for FY 2002-03 is being held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.
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METHODOLOGY (continued):
FY 2003-04
» Edtimates areindividually calculated for each county that performs its own adoptive services.

* Thecounties’ annual unit cost of an adoption worker was maintained at the November 2002
Subvention level.

*  The$4.4 million the State received in federal incentive funding will be used to help fully fund the
Adoptions Program in the budget year.

FUNDING:

The federal and nonfederal sharing ratios are based on the actual expenditure datafrom FY 2001-02.
These sharing ratios are 43.70 percent federal and 56.30 percent nonfederal. The nonfederal share is 100
percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The privatization of the independent adoptions program was delayed until October 2003.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Theincrease in total funding in the budget year is the net result of the reduced amount of federal incentive
monies, the change in the foster care federal discount rate, and the delay in privatizing the independent
adoptions program.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
TOTAL PROGRAM County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $64,951 $65,525
Federal 32,601 31,099
State 32,350 34,426
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Basic Program County Admin. County Admin.
Total $56,547 $61,137
Federal 24,197 26,711
State 32,350 34,426
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
2002-03 2003-04
Federal Incentives County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $8,404 $4,388
Federal 8,404 4,388
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Federal Incentive Funds for Adoptive Services

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the amount of federal funding that the State is eligible to receive as aresult of Public
Law (P.L.) 105-89, the Adoptions and Safe Families Act of 1997 (ASFA). This program was designed to
reward states with incentive funds for increasing their finalized adoptions in the federal fiscal year. The
amount of the incentive is determined by the Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System
(AFCARS). AFCARS data are submitted to the federal government twice a year, on November 14 and
May 15.

In accordance with P.L. 105-89, the federal incentive money is capped at $20 million for the states
cumulatively for each federal fiscal year. Sincethisfederal incentive funding does not carry forward from
one year to the next, California must expend the $12.792 million of incentive money in the current federal
fiscal year.

The current year Appropriation uses $7.3 million in federal incentive funding to provide basic adoptive
servicesin lieu of State General Fund (GF). The Governor’s Budget utilizes this funding to enhance basic
adoptive services; however, the $4.4 million in federal incentive funding must be expended in the first
guarter of the budget year.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented in August of 1999.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

e Authorizing statute: ASFA (P.L. 105-89), and the Foster Care Independence Act of 1999 (P.L. 106-
169).

»  The Department has qualified for and received two separate grant award letters for Fiscal Year (FY)

2002-03 in the amounts of $8.404 million and $4.388 million; however, these grants will be split between

the current year ($8.4 million) and the budget year ($4.4 million).

METHODOLOGY:

FY 2002-03

The current year estimate is based on the first grant award | etter received by the Department for Federal
Fiscal Year (FFY) 2003. Of the $8.4 million received, $7.3 million will be used in lieu of GF to provide
basic adoptive services. The remaining $1.1 million in federal incentive funding will be used to help fully
fund the basic adoptive services program.

FY 2003-04

The budget year estimate is based on the second grant award letter received by the Department for FFY
2003. The $4.4 million received will be used to enhance the basic adoptive services. Thisfederal funding
must be expended by September 30, 2003 (by the end of the first fiscal quarter of FY 2003-04).
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FUNDING:

The incentives are 100 percent federal funds.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year amount reflects the second federal grant award of $4.4 million, as opposed to the current
year grant award level of $8.4 million.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
Basic Adoptive Svcs. 2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $8,404 $4,388
Federa 8,404 4,388
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Private Agency Adoption Reimbursement Payments

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs of providing private agency adoption reimbursement payments (PAARPS) to
private adoption agencies for expenditures associated with adoptive placements of special needs children.
Assembly Bill (AB) 1524 (Chapter 1083, Statutes of 1996) established a $3,500 compensatory limit per
placement of special needs children. AB 1225 (Chapter 905, Statutes of 1999) increased the compensatory
limit per placement to $5,000 per adoptive placement of a special needs child.

Once the child is placed, a claim is submitted to the Department for an individual child by the private
adoption agency. Departmental program staff review the claim, verify federal eligibility, and forward the
claim(s) to the Office of the State Controller for direct issuance of areimbursement payment to the private
adoption agency. Fiscal control is maintained by departmental program staff.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise originally implemented on July 1, 1992.

The AB 1225 reimbursement payment increase went into effect on July 1, 1999.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 16120 through 16122.

*  Current year and budget year casel oads were projected using actual caseload data from Fiscal Y ear
(FY) 1999-00 through the first two quarters of FY 2002-03.

» The cost of each PAARP was calculated at $5,000 per private agency adoptive placement.

METHODOLOGY:
FY 2002-03

To determine the PAARP basic cost, the projected number of private agency adoptive placements was
multiplied by the average reimbursement cost per placement (1,500 placements x $5,000 reimbursement
per placement).

FY 2003-04

To determine the PAARP basic cost, the projected number of private agency adoptive placements was
multiplied by the average reimbursement cost per placement (1,500 placements x $5,000 reimbursement
per placement).

FUNDING:

The funding ratio was based on a historical average of actual claiming datafrom FY 1999-00 through the
first two quarters of FY 2002-03. The federal share of cost is 48 percent, and the state share of cost is 52
percent.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Both current year and budget year estimates were updated using additional caseload data and expenditure
information from the Accounting Branch.
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REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The dlight decrease in the budget year is due to updated actual sharing ratios.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $7,502 $7,500
Federal 3,601 3,600
State 3,901 3,900
County 0 0
Reimbursement 0 0
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Foster and Adoptive Home Recruitment

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with utilizing the services of local community organizations to
increase the pool of minority adoptive familiesin order to place more minority children. The programis
administered via contracts between the Department and private providers; counties are not directly
involved. The Department funds approximately 20 projects through this item.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1982.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Federal Multiethnic Placement Act.

» The Foster and Adoptive Home Recruitment Program will continue to fund six contracts with private
providersin the current year and four contractsin the budget year.

METHODOLOGY:

* Theestimate for Fiscal Years (FY) 2002-03 and 2003-04 is devel oped based on anticipated and actual
executed contracts.

* Thefoster care federal discount rate for FY 2002-03 is 78 percent and 75 percent for FY 2003-04.

FUNDING:

After the foster care federal discount rate is applied, federally-eligible costs are shared 50 percent federal
Title IV-E and 50 percent nonfederal. Nonfederal costs are 100 percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The budget year estimate reflects an updated foster care federal discount rate.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The decrease in the budget year reflects areduction in the number of contracts to be funded.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $778 $392
Federal 300 147
State 478 245
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Adoptions Program County Counsel Costs

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs of parental rights termination proceedings for those counties that do not
provide their own adoption services. For these counties, Senate Bill 243 (Chapter 1485, Statutes of 1987)
transferred the function of terminating parental rights for court dependents from the State Attorney
General's Office to the county counsels, effective January 1, 1990.

Cost elements of the parental rights termination function are primarily attorney and paralegal costs;
however, they also include minor costs such as publication of notices, process server fees, court reporter
fees, sheriff fees, and expert witness fees.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 1990.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institution Code sections 16100 through 16106.

* Based on datafrom the last four fiscal quarters (the last two quarters of Fiscal Year (FY) 2001-02 and
the first two quarters of FY 2002-03), the number of children freed for adoption by county counsels
was 599. The expenditures associated with these cases were reported at $1,162,170.

* The projected number of children freed for adoption by county counselsfor FY 2003-04 is 650.
* Thefoster care federal discount rateis 75 percent for FY 2003-04.

METHODOLOGY:
FY 2002-03

* Thefunding for FY 2002-03 is being held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.
FY 2003-04

» Theaverage cost per case was derived by dividing the last four quarters of expenditures by the number
of children freed during that same period. The average cost per case was then multiplied by the
projected number of children to be legally freed for adoption.

FUNDING:

After the foster care federal discount rate is applied, federally-eligible costs are shared 50 percent federal
Title IV-E and 50 percent nonfederal. Nonfederal costs are 100 percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The foster care federal discount rate was updated for the budget year from 76 percent to 75 percent.
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REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year increase reflects a greater number of children freed and an updated foster care federal
discount rate.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $1,223 $1,261
Federa 477 473
State 746 788
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Nonrecurring Adoption Expenses

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for the reimbursement to families for nonrecurring adoption expenses
associated with adopting special needs children. These costs may include, but are not limited to, legal fees,
court filing fees, special medical examinations, and psychological evaluations. Only families adopting
specia needs children are eligible for reimbursement of these one-time costs.

The California maximum reimbursement amount is $400 with a 50 percent federal sharing ratio. Assembly
Bill 2129 (Chapter 1089, Statutes of 1993) made this cap permanent.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 1990.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 16120.1.
»  The maximum reimbursement that can be applied to each case is $400.

» Approximately 68 percent of all adopted children can be classified as special needs children.

METHODOLOGY:
Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03

The current year estimate is being held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.
FY 2003-04

The estimate was devel oped by multiplying the projected number of adoptions by the percentage that
would qualify as special needs cases (6,200 adoptions x 68 percent). This number was then multiplied by
the average percentage of submitted claims, and then by the maximum reimbursement amount (4,216
eligible cases x 0.5616 average percentage of submitted claims x $400).

FUNDING:

The funding for these reimbursements is shared between federal and state at 50 percent each. Thereisno
county share.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The average percentage of eligible claims submitted was updated using more recent actual data.
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REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year increase reflects a slightly higher percentage of eligible claims being reported (from 54
percent to 56 percent).

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $906 $948
Federal 453 474
State 453 474
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Specialized Training for Adoptive Parents (STAP)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with implementing Assembly Bill (AB) 2198 (Chapter 1014,
Statutes of 1998) which provides special training and services to facilitate the adoption of children who are
HIV positive or who have a condition of symptoms resulting from substance abuse by the mother.
Specificaly, this funding will provide recruitment, special training and respite care to families adopting
court dependent children who are either HIV positive or assessed as being prenatally exposed to alcohol or
acontrolled substance. This program is similar to the Child Welfare Services Program’ s Substance
Abuse/HIV Infant Program (Options for Recovery) authorized by AB 67 (Chapter 606, Statutes of 1997).

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1998.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 16135 through 16135.30.

» Thisprogram is availableto any county requesting participation pursuant to established procedures and
to the extent funds are available. There are currently 11 counties (EI Dorado, Mendocino, Monterey,
Riverside, San Francisco, San Luis Obispo, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Stanislaus, Shasta, and Ventura)
that have implemented this program.

» Thefoster care federal discount rate is 78 percent for the current year and 75 percent for the budget
year.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimate for this program was devel oped by calculating the costs for each of the three separate
components (respite care, training, and recruitment). The total program funding is $1,886,903 for the
current year, and $1,871,064 for the budget year, based on the $1,000,000 State General Fund (GF)
appropriation in AB 2198 for the implementation of this program.

FUNDING:

After the foster care federal discount rate is applied, federally-eligible recruitment activities are funded
with 50 percent federal funds and 50 percent nonfederal funds. The nonfederal funds are shared 70 percent
GF and 30 percent county.

After the foster care federal discount rate is applied, federally-eligible training costs are funded with 75
percent federal funds and 25 percent nonfederal funds. The nonfederal funds are shared 70 percent GF and
30 percent county.

Respite care is funded with 70 percent GF and 30 percent county funds.
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CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The budget year reflects the change in the foster care federal discount rate from 76 percent to 75 percent.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The reduction in budget year total funding isaresult of the decrease in the foster care federal discount rate.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $1,887 $1,871
Federal 465 448
State 1,000 1,000
County 422 423
Reimbursements 0 0
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Nonresident Petitions for Adoption (AB 746)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with conducting home studies for non-California residents who
file apetition for either an agency or independent adoption in the county where the child resides.
Assembly Bill (AB) 746 (Chapter 1112, Statutes of 2002) requires areview to be conducted and an
endorsed home study report to be completed by either the Department or a California licensed adoption
agency. This home study report would need approval in the nonresident petitioner’s state.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Family Code sections 8714 through 8715, 8802, and 8807.

» AB 746 would result in an increase of 33 more out-of-state adoptions.
« Each new case would require, on average, 2.5 visits per year.

» It would take 16 hours, including travel, to conduct each visit.

« Travel costs are estimated to be $624 (including per diem) per visit.

» Theaverage cost for asocial worker is $72.60.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimate was devel oped by first multiplying the number of new cases by the average number of visits
required (33 new cases x 2.5 visits per case = 82.5 total visits). The average cost of the social worker
($72.60 per hour x 16 hours per visit = $1,162) was added to the travel costs ($1,162 cost of social worker
+ $624 travel costs = $1,786). Thistotal cost was then multiplied by the number of total visits (82.5 total
visits x $1,786 cost per visit = $147,345).

Since AB 746 implemented on January 1, 2003, only six months of cost will be included in the current
year.

FUNDING:

Based on the last four fiscal quarters of Adoptions Program funding (the last two quarters of Fiscal Y ear
(FY) 2001-02 and the first two quarters of FY 2002-03), 44 percent of the total costs will be federal
funded. The nonfederal share, 56 percent, will be funded with State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The hourly cost of a social worker was updated based on more recent actual data.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The budget year reflects afull year of costs.
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EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $78 $148
Federal 34 65
State 44 83
County 0
Reimbursements 0
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County Third Party Contracts

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with the Child Abuse Prevention, Intervention, and Treatment
(CAPIT) Program. Assembly Bill 1733 (Chapter 1398, Statutes of 1982) established CAPIT to fund
prevention and intervention services for children at risk of abuse and/or neglect. Contracts with
community-based public and private agencies utilize CAPIT funds to provide servicesto high-risk children
and their families, as well as training and technical assistance to funded agencies. The programincludes a
contract component (approximately seven percent of the total CAPIT amount), which funds innovative,
child-centered approaches geared towards the prevention of child abuse and neglect.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 18960 through 18965.

METHODOLOGY:

For Fiscal Years (FYs) 2002-03 and 2003-04, the CAPIT funding is being held at the Budget Act of 2002
Appropriation level of $13,395,000. Thisfunding is divided amongst county allocations, training and
technical assistance, innovative services, and state support as follows:

e County Allocations: Counties are allocated atotal of $12,356,000. Small counties receive a preset
minimum funding level, and the remaining distribution utilizes a formulathat considers a county’s
share of children under the age of 18, children receiving public assistance, and child abuse reports.

» Innovative Services Contracts: Thereis $1,039,000 appropriated for innovative services contracts. A
competitive bid process determines the grantees of innovative services contracts.

e Training and Technical Assistance (T& TA)/State Support: This funding amount is $306,200 (three
percent of the total CAPIT funding minus 2.0 limited-term positions) to ensure that the programs
effectively serve high-risk children and their families, to provide for regional training on various child
abuse issues and periodic statewide conferences, and to provide state support for the program(s). This
amount is not included in the local assistance budget.

FUNDING:

CAPIT funding is 100 percent State General Fund (GF) in the current year. The county allocations portion
of this premise ($12,356,000) shiftsto 100 percent county share in the budget year (BY).

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The GF reduction in the BY reflects inclusion of only the county allocations portion of this premise in the
proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The GF reduction in the BY reflects inclusion of only the county allocations portion of this premise in the
proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000's) 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant

Tota $13,395 $13,395

Federal 0 0

State 13,395 1,039

County 0 12,356
Reimbursements 0 0
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated in assisting local and private agencies in the development and
strengthening of child abuse and neglect prevention and treatment programs. Federal grants under this
provision include those under the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPTA). The CAPTA
grant is now comprised of Title | (consisting of the former Parts A and B) and Title I, otherwise known as
the Community-Based Family Resource and Support (CBFRS) grant.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 18958.

* Project funding is contingent upon continued receipt of federal grant awards.

METHODOLOGY:
Thetotal reflects the following federal grants: 2002-03 2003-04
« CAPTA Titlel Grants $4,215,665 $4,215,665
« CAPTA T Titlell —CBFRS $2,372,614 $2,372,614
$6,588,279 $6,588,279
FUNDING:
Funding for these projects is 100 percent federal grant funds.
CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
Thereis no change.
REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
Thereis no change.
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000's) 2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Totd $6,588 $6,588
Federal 6,588 6,588
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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State Children’s Trust Fund Program

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the revenue available for the State Children’s Trust Fund (SCTF) Programin
Cdifornia. The SCTF provides funding for innovative child abuse and neglect prevention and intervention
projects utilizing deposits generated from birth certificate surcharges, state income tax designations, and
private donations. Project funding is awarded through proposals submitted to the Office of Child Abuse
Prevention (OCAP) of the California Department of Social Services.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 189609.

« The Office of the State Controller accounts for deposits to the SCTF and advises the Department as to
the availability of funds.

METHODOLOGY:
This premise reflects the current funding information available for the SCTF, as provided by the OCAP.

FUNDING:

The State General Fund in the STCF was continuously appropriated without regard to fiscal years;
however, with the passage of Assembly Bill (AB) 2036 (Chapter 647, Statutes of 2002), there is no longer
continuous appropriation of this fund.

The SCTF is used for research, evaluation, dissemination of information to the public, the establishment of
public-private partnerships with foundations and corporations, to increase public awareness about child
abuse and neglect via media campaigns, and to seek continued contributions to the SCTF.

OCAP will administer many of the existing programs in the budget year, which include Mobile Family
Resource Centers, the California Safe and Healthy Families Program, the Answers Benefiting Children
initiative, and Americorp.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

AB 2036 deleted the continuous appropriation of the SCTF. Therefore, to give the Department budget year
spending authority, thisitem is now reflected in the local assistance budget. The Department of Finance
has granted the Department additional pro rata funding in the budget year.
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EXPENDITURES:

(in 000's) 2002-03" 2003-04
Grant Grant

Tota $1,830 $1,832

Federa 0 0

State 1,830 1,832

County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0

! _Thisisanon-add item.
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DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for the Foster Care Burial, Repatriated Americans, and Assistance Dog
Specia Allowance Programs.

Foster care burial costs are reimbursements by the State that are provided to foster parents for the costs of a
burial plot and funeral expenses, up to $5,000 per burial, for a child receiving foster care at the time of
death.

The Repatriated Americans Program provides temporary help to needy United States citizens returning
from foreign countries because of destitution, physical or mental illness, or war.

The Assistance Dog Special Allowance Program provides $50 per month to Supplemental Security
Income/State Supplementary Payment Program recipients who have guide, signal, or servicedogs. This
allowanceisto be used for food and other costs associated with the dogs' care and maintenance.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

Foster CareBurial
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code (W& IC) section 11212.

Repatriated Americans
* Authorizing statute: W& IC sections 10553 and 10554.

Assistance Dog Special Allowance
* Authorizing statute: W& IC section 12553.

e The monthly cost per caseis $50.
* Thebudget year caseload is projected to increase by 6.9 percent.

METHODOLOGY:

Foster CareBurial

* Theestimated costs for both current and budget years are held at the Fiscal Y ear (FY) 1999-00
expenditure level of $186,000.

Repatriated Americans

» The estimated costs for both current and budget years were held at the Budget Act of 2000
Appropriation level.

Assistance Dog Special Allowance

* Theestimated cost for the current year is $423,950 based on year-to-date actual costs and projected
caseload growth. The budget year estimated cost is assumed to increase by 6.9 percent to $453,600.
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FUNDING:

The Foster Care Buria and the Assistance Dog Special Allowance programs are funded with 100 percent
State General Fund. The Repatriated Americans Program is funded with 100 percent federal funds through
aspecial Department of Health and Human Services, U.S. Repatriate Program Direct Loan. The funds are
provided to individuals on a repayable basis.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The increase in the budget year reflects projected casel oad growth in the Assistance Dog Special
Allowance Program.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $685 $715
Federal 75 75
State 610 640
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Eligibility Extension of Dog Food Allowance

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with providing a monthly dog food allowance to recipients of
federal Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) who have incomes at or below the federal poverty
level. Existing law provides that recipients of the federal Supplemental Security Income/State
Supplementary Payment Program who have guide, signal, or service dogs, are eligible for a dog food
allowance of $50 per month. Senate Bill (SB) 858 (Chapter 906, Statutes of 1999) extended the eligibility
for amonthly dog food allowance of $35 to SSDI recipients. SB 1190 (Chapter 452, Statutes of 2001)
increased the monthly allowance to $50 effective January 1, 2002.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 12554.

» The SSDI recipients will receive a monthly dog food allowance of $50.

* The average monthly caseload is assumed to be 15 in the current and budget year.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated cost is computed by multiplying the average monthly casel oad by the monthly dog food
allowance by 12 months.

FUNDING:
This program is funded with 100 percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.
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EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Total $9 $9
Federal 0 0
State 9 9
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Access Assistance/Deaf Program

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with the Office of Deaf Access, Access Assistance/Deaf
Program. Assembly Bill 2980 (Chapter 1193, Statutes of 1980) established the Access Assistance/Deaf
Programin 1980. The Deaf Access Program serves approximately 2.9 million deaf and hearing-impaired
Cdifornians through regional contractors. Assistance under this program enables deaf and hearing-
impaired persons to access needed social and community services, e.g. employment services, counseling,
interpreting services, education on deafness and advocacy. Currently, eight regional contractors provide
services to the hearing-impaired in all 58 counties.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 10621.

e The program funding of $3,304,000 was augmented by $2,500,000 in Fiscal Year (FY) 1998-99 for
program expansion.

* Theprogramisfunded with $3,200,000 in Title XX funds.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated costs for both the current and budget years are maintained at the total of the basic program
funding ($3.3 million) plus the FY 1998-99 augmentation ($2.5 million).

FUNDING:

This program is funded with State General Fund (GF). The Title XX block grant allocated to the program
reduces the amount of GF in the program.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.
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Access Assistance/Deaf Program

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Total $5,804 $5,804
Federal 3,200 3,200
State 2,604 2,604
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Maternity Care

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with the Licensed Maternity Home Care Program. The Licensed
Maternity Home Care Program was established in 1977 by Assembly Bill (AB) 1069 (Chapter 1190,
Statutes of 1977) and amended by AB 3805 (Chapter 1636, Statutes of 1990). The program provides
residential care, counseling and maternity-related services to pregnant, unwed residents of the State who
are under 18 years of age at the time of admission. Currently, the Department contracts with four private,
nonprofit agencies for services, with one each in Los Angeles (Saint Ann’s Maternity Home), Modesto
(Bethany Christian Services), San Francisco (Florence Crittenton) and Santa Ana (Mary’ s Shelter).

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
Authorizing state: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 16145 through 16151.

METHODOLOGY:

The funding for both the current and budget years is being held at the Budget Act of 2001 Appropriation
level.

FUNDING:
This program is funded with 100 percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $600 $600
Federal 0 0
State 600 600
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Refugee Employment Social Services

DESCRIPTION:

Refugee employment social services (RESS) are provided to refugees through county welfare departments
and contracting agencies. The services are funded through an annual block grant allocation by the Office
of Refugee Resettlement. The funds are used to provide employment-related services, such as
employability assessment, on-the-job training, English language training, and vocational training.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 13275 through 13282.

e Cdifornia sfina RESS allocation of $7,644,553 includes $1,055,263 in two special set-aside funds for
the purposes of: 1) providing support for healthy families through community-based organizations that
support orientation, education, and counseling; and, 2) providing planned upgrading of employment,
employment retraining, and subsidized employment tied to alabor market need leading to unsubsidized
employment.

METHODOLOGY:
Funding is based on federal award.

FUNDING:
This program is 100 percent federally funded.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Totdl $7,645 $7,645
Federal 7,645 7,645
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Refugee Programs — Targeted Assistance

DESCRIPTION:

This program provides services to refugees to enable them to be placed in employment or to receive
employment training. The goal of this program isto assist refugeesin attaining self-sufficiency. Targeted
Assistance (TA) grants are made available to high refugee-impacted counties. Program components
include employment services, work experience, vocational training, vocational English-as-a-second-
language, on-the-job training, economic development, skills upgrading, and extreme and unusual needs.

In addition to regular TA funds, the federal government awards TA discretionary funds to the State for
specific local projects. Local agencies develop project proposals in response to a federal announcement.
The federal government selects the projects to be funded.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise implemented on October 1, 1983.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 13275-13282.

» Cdiforniasfina TA allocation of $7,653,943 includes $1,949,649 in discretionary funds which
consist of 1) $1.0 million for servicesto older refugees; and, 2) $949,649 in other discretionary funds
for specific projects.

METHODOLOGY:
Funding is based on federal award.

FUNDING:
This program is 100 percent federally funded.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Funding hasincreased to reflect the final allocation granted by the federal government. The November
2002 Subvention estimate reflected the proposed amount of $7.5 million.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.
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Refugee Programs — Targeted Assistance

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Totd $7,654 $7,654
Federd 7,654 7,654
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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County Services Block Grant — Basic Costs

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the County Services Block Grant (CSBG) funding provided to the counties. The
CSBG provides funds for Adult Protective Services (APS) and APS administrative costs. The CSBG may
also be used to fund related optional services and activities to the extent funds are available.

Non-Medical Out-of-Home Care (NMOHC) administrative costs relating to the SSI/SSP Program are also
included in this premise since Fiscal Year (FY) 2000-01. These NMOHC costs were previoudly reflected
in the “Small Programs (non-CalWORK ) Block Grant” premise.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code sections 13004 through 13007.

* Inthe current year, the State General Fund (GF) is block granted at $10.5 million. In the budget year, the
GF isreduced due to inclusion of this premisein the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Loca Realignment.

* Inthe current year, the county match ($10.9 million) reflects the FY 1996-97 CSBG county
expenditure level. Senate Bill 2199 (Chapter 946, Statutes of 1998) required the counties to maintain
their FY 1996-97 APS expenditure level for CSBG purposes. In the budget year, the nonfederal share
is 100 percent county funded.

* TheTitle XIX reimbursement rate is assumed to be 33.83 percent, based on the actual federal
reimbursement percentage claimed on the county administrative expense claim for the first two
guarters of FY 2002-03.

METHODOLOGY:

In the current year, the estimated costs are computed by adding the GF block grant, the county dollars, and
the Title XIX reimbursements ($10,500,000 + $10,936,000 + $10,960,000 = $32,396,000), and the
NMOHC costs. The NMOHC costs are estimated to be $1,221,923 for the current year.

In the budget year, the estimated costs are computed by adding the county dollars and the Title XIX
reimbursements ($21,436,000 + 10,960,000 = 32,396,000), and the NMOHC costs. The NMOHC costs are
estimated to be $815,132 in the budget year.

FUNDING:

* Inthe current year, GF for CSBG is block granted at $10.5 million with county participation at the
maintenance of effort level. In the budget year, the nonfederal share of the CSBG is 100 percent
county funded.

*  NMOHC isfunded with 100 percent GF in the current and budget year.
* TheTitle XIX reimbursements are as follows:

¢ Activities performed by skilled professional medical personnel are eligible for Title X1X
reimbursement at 75 percent.

¢ Health-related activities provided to Medi-Cal eligible recipients are eligible for Title X1X
reimbursement at 50 percent.
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County Services Block Grant — Basic Costs

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The current estimates reflect an increasein Title X1X eligible expenditures.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The GF reduction in the budget year reflects inclusion of this premise in the proposed FY 2003-04 State
and Local Realignment. The budget year reduction in total costs reflects areduction in estimated costs for
the NMOHC Program.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’s) 2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $33,618 $33,212
Federal 0 0
State 11,722 816
County 10,936 21,436
Reimbursements 10,960 10,960
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Adult Protective Services

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the funds available over and above the funds provided in the County Services Block
Grant (CSBG) for the provision of adult protective services (APS). Senate Bill (SB) 2199 (Chapter 946,
Statutes of 1998) established a statewide mandated APS Program and provided these additional funds for
expanded APS activities. The county share of APS expenditures was held at the Fiscal Year (FY) 1996-97
county match level for the CSBG. The APS Program has been funded in whole or in part under CSBG
since the 1984 Budget Act. The APS Program, administered by the county welfare departments, provides
assistance to elderly and dependent adults who are functionally impaired, unable to meet their own needs,
and who are victims of abuse, neglect or exploitation.

The APS Program, as defined in SB 2199, requires the counties to respond to reports of elder and
dependent adult abuse on a 24-hour emergency response basis. Among the services required by SB 2199
are investigations, needs assessments, and case management services. SB 2199 also provides for necessary
tangible resources such as food, emergency shelter care, in-home protection, transportation, and the use of
multidisciplinary teams.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

e Thispremiseimplemented on July 1, 1997.
* The enhanced APS Program became effective May 1, 1999.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

* Authorizing statute: Elder Abuse and Dependent Adult Civil Protection Act, commencing Welfare and
Institutions Code section 15600.

» Thisprogram received a $20 million State General Fund (GF) augmentation in the 1998 Budget Act to
provide counties with additional resources needed to implement the statewide mandated APS Program.
An additional $25.3 million GF augmentation was provided in the 1999 Budget Act.

* Inthe current year, the counties are assumed to have no additional share of the APS costs effective FY
1998-99. SB 2199 held county costs to the FY 1996-97 CSBG expenditure level. In the budget year,
the nonfederal share is 100 percent county funded.

* TheFederal Title XIX reimbursement rate is assumed to be 30.75 percent in the current year, based on
actual expenditure information as reported on the county administrative expense claim for FY 2001-02.
The Title XIX reimbursement rate is assumed to be 30.12 percent in the budget year, based on actual
expenditure information as reported on the county administrative expense claim for the last two
guarters of FY 2001-02 and the first two quarters for FY 2002-03.

* The average monthly caseload is assumed to be 13,924 for the current year, and 13,203 for the budget
year.

* The cost per case is assumed to be $595 in the current and budget years.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated costs for both the current and budget years are computed by multiplying the average monthly
caseload by the cost per case by 12 months, minus $27.3 million budgeted in the CSBG premise.
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Adult Protective Services
FUNDING:

* Inthe current year, the program is funded with GF and Title XI1X reimbursements. In the budget year,
the program is funded with county funds and Title X1X reimbursements.

* TheTitle XIX reimbursements are as follows:

¢ Activities performed by skilled professional medical personnel are eligible for Title X1X
reimbursement at 75 percent; and,

¢ Headlth-related activities provided to Medi-Cal eligible recipients are eligible for Title X1X
reimbursement at 50 percent.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The GF reduction in the budget year reflects inclusion of this premise in the proposed FY 2003-04 State
and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The estimate reflects a reduction in the projected average monthly caseload, while the GF reduction in the
budget year reflects inclusion of this premisein the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in000's)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $72,242 $72,242
Federa 0 0
State 50,179 0
County 0 50,179
Reimbursements 22,063 22,063
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APS Contract for Training Curriculum

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the cost of entering into a multi-year contract with a qualified institution, agency or
consultant to:

» Develop acomprehensive statewide training curriculum for county Adult Protective Services (APS)
workers that will be owned by the State and shared with county APS agencies;

»  Present the training curriculum to all APS workers, including scheduling and arranging training in all
the regions of the State and producing al required training materials; and,

» Periodically update the curriculum and its content to reflect changing APS laws, policies and practices
and provide updated training to APS workers.

The purpose of the training will be to educate county APS workers on the new APS Program standards,
reguirements, and mandates established by passage of Senate Bill 2199 (Chapter 946, Statutes of 1998).
Thetraining is intended to promote statewide uniformity and consistency in the administration and delivery
of services under the APS Program. The Department selected the California State University, Los Angeles
to develop the curriculum.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2001.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

e Authorizing statute: Elder Abuse and Dependent Adult Civil Protection Act, commencing Welfare and
Institutions Code section 15600.

* For FY 2002-03, the number of APS workers trained was estimated to be 838.

* Theinitial cost for afive-day training course was estimated to be $345 per worker.

» Theinitia cost for curriculum was estimated to be $200,000.

» Beginning FY 2003-04, the cost for ongoing training activities is estimated to be $175,000 annually.

METHODOLOGY:

The funding for this premise reflects the amount of the contract with California State University, Los
Angeles.

FUNDING:

The federal Title XI1X reimbursement represents 12.5 percent of the total funding. In the current year, the
nonfederal shareisfunded with 100 percent State General Fund (GF). In the budget year, the nonfederal
shareis 100 percent county funded.
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APS Contract for Training Curriculum

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The GF reduction reflects inclusion of this premisein the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local
Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The budget year estimate reflects the cost for ongoing training activities, while the GF reduction reflects
inclusion of this premisein the proposed FY 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Contracts Contracts
Tota $288 $176
Federal 0 0
State 252 0
County 0 154
Reimbursements 36 22
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Community Care Licensing - Foster Family Homes

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs of providing basic funding for Foster Family Home (FFH) program
licensing and recruitment services. The California Community Care Facilities Act authorizes countiesto
provide FFH licensing services. There are currently 42 counties providing FFH licensing and recruitment
services. FFH programs in the remaining 16 counties are licensed by the California Department of Social
Services Community Care Licensing Program District Offices. For these counties, funds are provided for
the purpose of recruiting FFH providers.

This premise includes the implementation of targeted visitsto FFH facilities and a new CCL workload
standard. Rather than conducting annual visitsto all facilities, licensing workers will conduct targeted
visits to approximately 20 percent of the caseload on an annual basis, beginning in August 2003. All
facilities receiving complaints will continue to be visited on a more frequent basis.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
* Authorizing statute: Health and Safety Code sections 1500 through 1519.

* Theworkload standard used to determine full-time equivalents (FTEs) for annual visitsis 90 cases per
worker.

* Theworkload standard used to determine FTEs for targeted visitsis 133 cases per worker.

*  Theworker to supervisor ratio used to determine the total number of FTESis 6.35:1.

METHODOLOGY:
Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03

* Thefunding for FY 2002-03 was held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.
FY 2003-04

*  The estimate was developed by determining the number of FTES based on the FY 2003-04 projected
caseload of 8,247. This caseload was divided by the workload standards of 90 (annual visits for one
month) and 133 (targeted visits for 11 months) cases per worker to derive the number of
nonsupervisory FTES[((8,247 cases + 90 cases per worker) x (1 month + 12 months)) + [((8,247 cases
+ 133 cases per worker) x (11 months + 12 months))]. The FTES were expanded to include supervisors
a aratio of 6.35:1 to determine the total number of FTEs ((64.48 FTEs + 6.35 supervisor ratio) +
64.48 FTESs = 74.63 FTES).

» The average statewide unit cost was held at the November 2002 Subvention level of $125,663, the actual
unit cost based on FY 2001-02 data.

» Thetotal estimate was derived by adding the recruitment-only allocation to the FFH Program estimate
(99,378,241 + $877,764). The recruitment-only figures were developed using each county’s average
number of casesin Family Reunification and Permanent Placement and the number of children under
18 years of age.
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Community Care Licensing - Foster Family Homes

FUNDING:

Based on actual expenditure data from the last four fiscal quarters (the last two quarters of FY 2001-

02 and the first two quarters of FY 2002-03), the sharing ratio is 41.59 percent federal Title IV-E and
58.41 percent GF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The implementation of targeted visits was delayed from April 2003 until August 2003.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
The budget year reduction is due to the impact of the implementation of the targeted visits.

EXPENDITURES:
(in000's)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $14,431 $10,257
Federa 6,077 4,267
State 8,34 5,990
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0

424



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

Family Child Care Homes — Basic Costs
DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs of providing basic funding to six counties for family child care home
(FCCH) program licensing services. FCCH programsin the remaining 52 counties are licensed by the
Cdlifornia Department of Social Services (CDSS) Community Care Licensing (CCL) District Offices.
The California Community Care Facilities Act authorizes participating counties to provide FCCH licensing
services.

This premise includes the implementation of targeted visits to FCCH facilities and a new CCL workload
standard. Rather than conducting visits triennially to all facilities, licensing workers will now conduct
targeted visits to approximately 20 percent of the caseload on an annual basis, beginning in August 2003.
All facilities receiving complaints will continue to be visited on a more frequent basis.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Health and Safety Code sections 1500 through 1519.

»  Theworkload standard used to determine full-time equivaents (FTES) for triennial visitsis 303 cases
per worker.

* Theworkload standard used to determine FTEs for targeted visitsis 312 cases per worker.

»  Theworker to supervisor ratio used to determine FTEsis 6.35:1.

METHODOLOGY:
Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03

* Thefunding for FY 2002-03 was reduced by $157,000 State General Fund (GF) as aresult of Santa
Cruz County transferring their licensing function to the State, effective July 2002.

FY 2003-04

» The estimate was developed by determining the number of FTES based on the Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-
04 projected caseload of 3,689. This caseload was divided by the workload standards of 303 (triennial
visits for one month) and 312 (targeted visits for 11 months) cases per worker to determine the number
of nonsupervisory FTES[((3,689 caseload + 303 cases for triennial visits) x (1 month + 12 months)) +
((3,689 caseload + 312 cases for targeted visits) x (11 months + 12 months))]. The FTEs were then
expanded to include supervisors at aratio of 6.35:1 to derive the total number of FTES ([11.69 FTEs +
6.35 supervisor ratio] + 11.69 FTEs= 13.53 FTESs).

» Theaverage statewide unit cost was held at the November 2002 Subvention level of $117,885 (the
actual unit cost based on FY 2001-02 data).

»  Thebudget year funding was reduced as a result of Fresno County transferring their licensing function
to the State, effective July 2003.
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FUNDING:

In the Budget Act of 1999, the L egislature appropriated $318,000 in reimbursement funds from the
Cdlifornia Department of Education (CDE) to this program in order for the licensing workers to conduct
comprehensive annual site visits. Since this funding is a reimbursement through the Child Care
Development Fund, it is not affected by the reduced targeted visits.

The budget year estimate reflects $30,000 GF from the Child Health and Safety Fund for a media
advertising campaign for promotion of the Kids' Plates Program.

The remaining costs are funded 100 percent GF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Fresno County istransferring their licensing function to the State, effective July 2003, which resultsin a
GF reduction in the budget year. The implementation of targeted visits will be delayed until August 2003,
resulting in only 11 months of savings.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The decrease in the budget year is the net result of the Fresno County transfer and the implementation of
the targeted visits.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $2,035 $1,626
Federal 0 0
State 1,717 1,308
County 0 0
Reimbursements 318 318
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Serious Incident Reporting

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs of providing funding to the eight counties that provide family child care
home (FCCH) licensing services in order for those counties to fulfill the reporting requirements associated
with Assembly Bill (AB) 685 (Chapter 679, Statutes of 2001). AB 685 requires FCCH licensees to report
any injury to achild requiring medical treatment, the death of any child, or any unusual incident or child
absence that threatens the physical or emotional health or safety of any child while the child isin the care
of the licensee. This premise provides the necessary staff to process these serious incident reports.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Health and Safety Code sections 1500 through 15109.

» Based on a Community Care Licensing Division (CCLD) Survey from July 2000 on Child Care
Centers (CCC):

¢ Approximately 25 percent of all incident reports are ones that would be considered serious
incidents;

¢ Theaverage number of CCC incident reports that alicensing program analyst (LPA) handles per
year is 163, and it is projected that an LPA could handle 82 FCCH incident reports; and,

¢ Theaverage time to process a serious incident report is 2.765 hours.
» Theprojected caseload for Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-04 is 3,639.
» Theaverage unit cost for an FCCH full-time equivalent (FTE) is $117,885 for FY 2003-04.

METHODOLOGY:

FY 2002-03

The current year funding is being held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.
FY 2003-04

The estimate was developed using the State Operations calculations for staff needed, and then adjusting by
the local assistance caseload and unit costs. The State licenses 89 percent of the FCCHSs statewide, and the
counties license the remaining 11 percent. By dividing the appropriate caseloads, the counties’ need to
process serious incident reports is approximately 0.67 FTEs. The FTEswere then multiplied by the unit
costs for the budget year (0.67 FTEs x $117,885 = $79,545).

FUNDING:
This premise isfunded 100 percent with State General Fund.
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CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The Fresno County transfer, effective July 2003, impacts the FCCH casel oad.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The decrease in the budget year is the net result of Fresno County transferring its licensing function back to
the State, effective July 2003, and the remaining counties' increase in casel oad.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $86 $80
Federa 0 0
State 86 80
County 0 0
Reimbursement 0 0
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Community Care Licensing — Family Child Care Homes
Backlog Augmentation

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs associated with addressing the increase in Family Child Care Home
(FCCH) license applications received by county contracted licensing offices. The increase was
created by the child care capacity building efforts, and caused a substantial backlog in the licensing
offices’ ability to process the applications.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2000, and sunsetted on June 30, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Health and Safety Code sections 1500 through 15109.

* Thispremise was originally funded in conjunction with two-year limited-term State Operations
positions. These positions expired on June 30, 2002, and therefore, this premise will be discontinued
in both the current and budget years.

METHODOLOGY:
FY 2002-03

* Thisprogram expired as of June 30, 2002, and therefore no funding should be included in the current
year budget.

FY 2003-04

e Thispremise will be discontinued.

FUNDING:
The State General Fund appropriated for this program will not be allocated to the counties.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.
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EXPENDITURES:
(in000's)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $0 $0
Federal 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Community Care Licensing — Family Child Care Homes
Provider Training

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs of continuing the “Family Child Care at Its Best” training project. This
project provides child development training to licensed Family Child Care Home (FCCH) providersto
enhance the quality and safety of licensed FCCHs. The training, through an interagency agreement
with the University of Californiaat Davis Extension Program, provides the latest information about
child development practices and the importance of providing appropriate care to meet the
developmental needs of young children.

The Cadlifornia Department of Education’s (CDE) proposed Child Care and Development Fund
(CCDF) State Plan includes $1.0 million for the “Family Child Care at Its Best” training project, and
the plan been approved through September 30, 2004.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

The project wasiinitially funded with $2.0 million of the $8.0 million capacity building allocation that was
provided to the Department in Fiscal Year (FY) 1998-99. This $2.0 million was to fund the project for FY
1998-99 and FY 1999-00, and subsequent approval of CDE’'s CCDF plan will continue to fund this premise
through FY 2003-04.

METHODOLOGY:

The $1.0 million reimbursement from the CDE CCDF will be used to continue the funding of the training
project through FY 2003-04.

FUNDING:

This premise is funded as a reimbursement from the CDE CCDF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.
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Provider Training

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $1,000 $1,000
Federal 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 1,000 1,000
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Court Cases

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for attorney fees and settlements resulting from lawsuits pertaining to
the California Department of Social Services (CDSS), Budget Item 151 — Sacial Service Programs,
specifically, Child Welfare Services, Special Programs, and Community Care Licensing.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

Attorney fees and settlement amounts for these court cases will be paid in both the current and budget year.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

Item 151 — Community Care Licensing

* InFisca Year (FY) 2002-03, court case attorney fees and settlement amounts totaling $300,000 are
expected to be billed to the Department.

e For FY 2003-04, there are cases with ongoing litigation that are estimated at $300,000.

FUNDING:
The legal fees and settlement amounts are funded 100 percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The current year increase of $100,000 is due to additional cases being settled.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $300 $300
Federal 0 0
State 300 300
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Fee-Exempt Live Scan

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the costs for fingerprinting and search requirements associated with Senate Bill (SB)
933 (Chapter 311, Statutes of 1998) for certain fee-exempt providers. SB 933 also mandated that a second
set of fingerprints be submitted in order to search the records of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI).
Assembly Bill (AB) 1659 (Chapter 881, Statutes of 1999) added certain categories of licensed fee-exempt
providersfor FBI background checks.

This premise also includes the reimbursement cost for processing applications referred by the California
Department of Education (CDE) and licensed fee-exempt providers.

The Community Care Licensing Division (CCLD) is responsible for processing the applications pursuant
to AB 753 (Chapter 843, Statutes of 1997). CCLD contracts with the Department of Justice (DOJ) and the
California Child Care Resource and Referral Network to process the fingerprint and index search file
activities. Additionally, CCLD contracts with Sylvan/Indentix, a private vendor, for the Live Scan
fingerprinting. The Live Scan fingerprint process is an electronic technology that transfers images of
fingerprints and personal information to the DOJ in a matter of seconds.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 1999.

KEY DATA ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11324.

* The caseload for fee-exempt licensed family homes and group homesis held at the Budget Act of 2002
Appropriation level of 79,298 in Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03.

» The DOJ contract estimate for fee-exempt cases utilizing the manual fingerprinting is $24 for the
mandatory FBI fingerprints.

» TheLive Scan fingerprint technology contract cost estimate for fee-exempt cases is based on the $16
Live Scan fee.

* ThelLive Scan utilization rate is 95 percent for the current year based on actual caseload and
expenditure data.

e Thispremise will be discontinued in the budget year.

METHODOLOGY:

FY 2002-03
» Thecurrent year cost was held at the Budget Act of 2002 Appropriation level.

FY 2003-04

»  Thispremise will be discontinued in the budget year.
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FUNDING:
This premise is funded with 100 percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no funding provided for this premise in the budget year.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

This premise will be discontinued in the budget year.

CASELOAD:
2002-03 2003-04
Average Monthly 6,608 0
Foster Care Licensed
Fee-Exempt Caseload
EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s) 2002-03 2003-04
Contracts Contracts
Totd $3,172 $0
Federal 0 0
State 3,172 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Transitional Housing for Foster Youth (AB 427)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the one-time funding for the Transitional Housing for Foster Y outh Fund, which isto
be used over two years or until it isfully expended. It also reflects the federal and county match of this
one-time funding amount. This premise changes the Transitional Housing Placement Program (THPP) by
expanding the age range for participation from 17 to 18 years of age to 16 to 21 years of age. It also
enables additional counties to participate in the THPP and Transitional Housing Program Plus (THP-Plus)
by providing a new rate-setting methodol ogy (75 percent and 70 percent, respectively) for each of the
average group home rates in the counties.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2002.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Authorizing statute: Assembly Bill 427 (Chapter 125, Statutes of 2001).

» The nonfederal sharing ratio is 40 percent state and 60 percent county.

» Itisassumed that 31 percent of the participants will be federally-eligible.

e Currently, 100 children age 17 to 18 are receiving THPP payments at arate of $2,292 per month.

* The new program rate of $3,914 per month for the THPP will attract an additional 50 (150 total)
children.

» Thefederaly-eligible percentage of expendituresis based on actual and projected expenditures from
July 2002 to June 2003, adjusted for the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP) decrease
effective October 1, 2002 (federal 42.79 percent, state 22.88 percent, and county 34.33 percent).

» Duetothelack of county participation in the Supportive Transitional Emancipation Program (STEP),
no costs will be budgeted for THP-Plus for either the current or the budget year for this premise.

METHODOLOGY:

For Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03, the expansion of the existing program has increased by $2,147,400 (150 x
$3,914 x 6) — (100 x $2,292 x 6). Funding for the program is determined by multiplying the total cost for
THPP by the actual sharing ratio.

For FY 2003-04, the estimate increases by $4,294,800 (150 x $3,914 x 12) - (100 x $2,292 x 12). Funding
for the program is determined by multiplying the total cost for THPP by the actual sharing ratio.

To reflect the State General Fund (GF) costs associated with this program by fiscal year, non-add lines
have been included in the Detail Tables. For FY 2002-03, it is assumed that $488,963 will be related to
this program and during the budget year it is anticipated that $982,650 in costs will be incurred.
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FUNDING:

Federal funding is provided by the Title IV-E of the Social Security Act, with the amount of federal
financial participation based on the FMAP, for those cases meeting eligibility criteria.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

There has been an increase in the Group Home rate, increasing the rate for THPP.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Dueto adelay in implementation, no funding occurred during FY 2001-02; funding for FY 2002-03 isfor a
six-month period, while funding for FY 2003-04 isfor afull year. In FY 2001-02, the GF amount in Item
153 was a one-time appropriation for transfer to the Transitional Housing Fund. The federa and county
match will be spent in subsequent years.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 151 —
Child Welfare 2002-03 2003-04
Services
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $1,659 $3,313
Federal 925 1,838
State 0 0
County 734 1,475
Reimbursements 0 0
ITEM 151 —
Child Welfare 2002-03 2003-04
Services®
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $489 $983
Federal 0 0
State 489 983
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0

! _Thisisanon-add item.
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EXPENDITURES (continued):

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 153 —
Transitional 2002-03 2003-04
Housing for Foster
Youth
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $0 $0
Federal 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Transitional Housing for Foster Youth (AB 1119)

DESCRIPTION:

This premise changes the Transitional Housing Program Plus (THP-Plus) by eliminating the requirement
that youth receive aid pursuant to the Supportive Transitional Emancipation Program (STEP) in order to be
eligible for the transitional housing placement services described in the bill. This premise reflects the costs
associated with providing funding for the Transitional Housing for Foster Y outh Fund and the federal and
county match of this funding amount. It also enables counties that have not elected to participate in the
STEP to participate in the THP-Plus utilizing the new rate-setting methodology (70 percent, respectively)
for the average group home rate as established by Assembly Bill (AB) 427 (Chapter 125, Statutes of 2001).

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
e Authorizing statute: AB 1119 (Chapter 639, Statutes of 2002).

» Costs are shared 40 percent state and 60 percent county.

» Theaverage Group Home grant for Fiscal Year (FY) 2003-04 is $5,219.

e The THP-Plusrateis 70 percent for the group home average grant ($3,653).
e During FY 2003-04, it has been projected that 78 cases will be served.

METHODOLOGY:

» Theorigina funding amount of $10 million would have served 184 cases. The current funding amount
of $1.5 million can serve 28 cases. This new program can serve 78 cases. The new program rate of
$3,653 ($5,219 x 0.70) equals the monthly rate to be paid to new participants.

» For FY 2003-04, it is projected that 78 cases will be served at the monthly rate of $3,653 per case for
the year (78 x $3,653 x 12).

FUNDING:
Funding is shared 20 percent state and 80 percent county.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

There has been an increase in the Group Home rate, increasing the rate for THP-Plus. The budget year
reflects revised sharing ratios as aresult of the proposed 2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
Due to adelay in implementation, activity will begin in the budget year.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
ITEM 151 —
Child Welfare 2002-03 2003-04
Services
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $0 $2,051
Federal 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 2,051
Reimbursements 0 0
ITEM 151 —
Child Welfare 2002-03 2003-04
Services®
County Admin. County Admin.
Tota $0 $1,368
Federal 0 0
State 0 274
County 0 1,094
Reimbursements 0 0
ITEM 153 -
Transitional 2002-03 2003-04

Housing for Foster
Youth

County Admin.

County Admin.

Tota $0 $1,368

Federal 0 0

State 0 274

County 0 1,094
Reimbursements 0 0

! _Thisisanon-add item.
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Energy Programs

DESCRIPTION:

This premise provides federal Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) block grant funds
to assist low-income persons in meeting the high costs of energy, using and conserving energy more
efficiently, and learning about and using new sources of energy. In addition to providing financial
assistance for routine home energy costs, this block grant also includes an energy crisis intervention
program and a weatherization program.

This premise also includes funds from the United States Department of Energy (DOE) Weatherization
Assistance Program (WAP) to reduce the heating and cooling costs for low-income families by improving
the energy efficiency of their homes and ensuring their health and safety. Among low-income households,
the program focuses on those with elderly residents, individuals with disabilities, and families with
children.

In addition, this premise provides funding for various Utility Discount Programs that utilize the low-
income certification process to verify individuals' energy cost assistance qualification. The Utility
Discount Programs reimburse the Department for al processing costs.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise will implement on January 1, 2004.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

» Authorizing statute: Government Code 12085-12092; Public Law 97-35; as amended. Chapter 1436,
Statutes of 1987. Chapter 7 of the Statutes of 2001, First Extraordinary Session, as amended by
Chapter 111, Statutes of 2001, supplements the federal LIHEAP Program.

* Federal LIHEAP block grant and DOE funds and reimbursements from Utility Discount Programs will
be used to fund this program.

» Consolidation of this program into the California Department of Social Services (CDSS) has been
delayed until January 1, 2004.

METHODOLOGY:

The estimated costs for the budget year are based on federal block grant funds matched by reimbursement
funds.

FUNDING:

The program is funded with federal funds for the LIHEAP and WAP and reimbursements for various
Utility Discount Programs.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
Consolidation of this program into CDSS has been delayed until January 1, 2004.
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Energy Programs

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

This program will implement on January 1, 2004.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $0 $43,723
Federal 0 42,666
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 1,057
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Community Services

DESCRIPTION:

This premise administers the federal Community Services Block Grant (CSBG) in California. The
objective of the Community Services Programisto provide a wide range of services designed to assist low-
income persons to:

 Make better use of available income;

»  Obtain and maintain adequate housing and a suitable living environment;

* Remove obstacles and solve problems which block the achievement of self-sufficiency;
» Achieve greater participation in the affairs of the community;

» Provide, on an emergency basis, supplies and services, nutritious foodstuffs, and related services as
may be necessary; and,

» Coordinate and establish linkages between governmental and other social services programs.

The low-income populations of all 58 countiesin Californiaare served. Limited purpose agencies aso are
funded from discretionary funds.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

This premise will implement on January 1, 2004.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

e Authorizing statute: Government Code 12085-12092; Public Law 97-35; as amended, Chapter 1436,
Statutes of 1987.

* Fundingisbased on the federal CSBG in California.
»  Thelow-income populations of all 58 countiesin California are served.
» Limited purpose agencies also are funded from discretionary funds.

» Consolidation of this program into the California Department of Social Services (CDSS) has been
delayed until January 1, 2004.

METHODOLOGY:
For Fiscal Year 2003-04, the federal grant amount will be $57,493,000.

FUNDING:
This premise is funded 100 percent with afederal grant award.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
Consolidation of this program into CDSS has been delayed until January 1, 2004.
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Community Services

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

This program will implement on January 1, 2004.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
County Admin. County Admin.
Total $0 $28,746
Federa 0 28,746
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
Community Colleges — Expansion of Services to TANF Eligibles

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the State maintenance of effort (MOE) expenditures made by the California
Community Colleges (CCC) for the purpose of assisting students who are Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) Program recipients, including those transitioning from TANF, to achieve long-term self-
sufficiency through coordinated student services offered at community colleges.

Public Law 104-193, the federal welfare reform legidation, established the TANF Program and a TANF block grant
to replace the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) Program. States must meet an 80 percent MOE to
receive their full block grant allocation. The MOE is reduced to 75 percent for states that meet the work
participation rate requirement. For California, the amount of the MOE is based on state and county expendituresin
Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 1994. The State has consistently met its work participation agreement, therefore the
MOE level islowered from $2.9 billion (80 percent) to $2.7 billion, which constitutes 75 percent of the 1994 level.

The State may count both local and State expenditures made by CDSS or other departments on behalf of
TANF/CaAWORKs €eligible families toward the MOE. |f these expenditures would have been authorized and
allowable under the former AFDC, JOBS, Emergency Assistance or Child Care for AFDC recipients, At-Risk Child
Care or Transitional Child Care programsin FFY 1995, the entire expenditures may count toward the MOE.
However, if such expenditures were not previously authorized and allowable, countable expenditures are limited to
the amount by which allowable current year expenditures exceed the total State program expendituresin FFY 1995.
State expenditures that are used as a match to draw down other federal funding are generally not countable toward
the TANF MOE.

Assembly Bill 739 (Chapter 106, Statutes of 2001) appropriated $65 million in State General Fund (GF)
for the purpose of serving TANF Program recipients, including those transitioning from TANF. These
services include work-study, other educational-related work experience, job placement services, child care
services, and coordination with county welfare offices to determine eligibility and availability of services.
Current TANF recipients may utilize these services until their educational objectives are met, but for no
longer than two years. Based on these expenditure requirements, these funds would meet the federal
reguirements for counting toward the TANF MOE.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1997.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: 45 Code of Federal Regulations sections 263.2 and 263.4.

» Itisassumed the eligible MOE expenditures will be $35 million in Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03 and $31.2
million for FY 2003-04.

» Thesefunds are required to be expended for educational-related services for CalWORK s Program-
eligible recipients only.

METHODOLOGY:
For FY s 2002-03 and 2003-04, the estimate reflects the anticipated MOE-€eligible expenditures.
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FUNDING:

This program is funded with 100 percent GF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change from the November reflects the Governor’ s Mid-Y ear reduction for the Community Colleges.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change from current year to budget year reflects the Governor’s Mid-Y ear reduction for the

Community Colleges.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)

Total
Federal
State
County

Reimbursements

2002-03
Grant
$35,000
0
35,000
0

0

2003-04
Grant
$31,210

31,210
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Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
DHS — Teenage Pregnancy Prevention Program

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the State maintenance of effort (MOE) expenditures made by the California
Department of Health Services (DHS) for the Male Involvement Program and the Partnership for
Responsible Parenting.

Asaresult of Public Law 104-193, the federa welfare reform legidlation establishing the Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF) Program and a TANF block grant to replace the Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) Program. States must meet an 80 percent MOE to receive their full block grant allocation. The MOE is
reduced to 75 percent for states that meet the work participation rate requirement. For California, the amount of the
MOE is based on state and county expendituresin Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 1994. The State has consistently met
its work participation agreement, therefore the MOE levd is lowered from $2.9 billion (80 percent) to $2.7 hillion,
which constitutes 75 percent of the 1994 level.

The State may count both local and state expenditures made by CDSS or other departments on behalf of
TANF/CaAWORKs-€eligible families toward the MOE. If these expenditures would have been authorized and
allowable under the former AFDC, JOBS, Emergency Assistance or Child Care for AFDC recipients, At-Risk Child
Care or Transitional Child Care programsin FFY 1995, the entire expenditures may count toward the MOE.
However, if such expenditures were not previously authorized and allowable, countable expenditures are limited to
the amount by which allowable current year expenditures exceed the total State program expendituresin FFY 1995.
State expenditures that are used as a match to draw down other federal funding are generally not countable toward
the TANF MOE.

The goals of this DHS program are to provide information, education and counseling; promote sexual
abstinence among teens; and enhance male involvement and fatherhood responsibility, including the legal,
social, health and economic consequences. The media campaign component aims to heighten public
commitment to implementing effective solutions to the problems of teenage pregnancy and increase public
participation in mentoring programs throughout California. The program’s goals are similar to those of the
TANF Program in that they both seek to reduce the incidence of out-of-wedlock births and promote
responsible parenting for at-risk adolescents.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

Although this program was implemented in Fiscal Y ear (FY) 1995-96, counting these eligible expenditures
against the TANF MOE requirement began July 1, 1997.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: 45 Code of Federal Regulations section 260.20.

» Based on reported MOE expenditures for FY 2001-02, it is assumed the eligible MOE expenditures
will be $775,000 in FY 2002-03. There will be no expendituresin FY 2003-04 due to the elimination
of the program.

» Sincethe programis open to al at-risk adolescents in the community, the Department is only counting
the portion of annual funding that represents the ratio of welfare recipientsto the State’ s total
population.
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Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
DHS — Teenage Pregnancy Prevention Program

METHODOLOGY:
For FY 2002-03, the estimate reflects the anticipated MOE-€eligible expenditures.

FUNDING:
This program is funded with 100 percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
This program will be eliminated in the budget year.

EXPENDITURES:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $775 $0
Federal 0 0
State 775 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
CDE Child Care Programs

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the State maintenance of effort (MOE) expenditures made by the California
Department of Education (CDE) for child care programs that provide services for CaliforniaWork
Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKSs)/Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
Program. In addition, starting in the budget year, expenditures for those who are income eligible but not
participating in CalWORKSTANF will be reflected in this premise.

Public Law (P.L.) 104-193, the federal welfare reform legislation, established the TANF Program and a TANF
block grant to replace the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) Program. States must meet an 80
percent MOE to receive their full block grant alocation. The MOE is reduced to 75 percent for states that meet the
work participation rate requirement. For California, the amount of the MOE is based on state and county
expendituresin Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 1994. The State has consistently met its work participation agreement,
therefore the MOE levd islowered from $2.9 billion (80 percent) to $2.7 hillion, which constitutes 75 percent of
the 1994 level.

The State may count both local and state expenditures made by CDSS or other departments on behalf of
TANF/CAWORKs-€eligible families toward the MOE. If these expenditures would have been authorized and
allowable under the former AFDC, JOBS, Emergency Assistance or Child Care for AFDC recipients, At-Risk Child
Care or Transitional Child Care programsin FFY 1995, the entire expenditures may count toward the MOE.
However, if such expenditures were not previously authorized and allowable, countable expenditures are limited to
the amount by which allowable current year expenditures exceed the total State program expendituresin FFY 1995.
State expenditures that are used as a match to draw down other federal funding are generally not countable toward
the TANF MOE.

Before the implementation of federal welfare reform, California received federal funding for child care
through Title IV-A of the Socia Security Act and the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG).
Title IV-A funds were used to provide child care for families on welfare, those transitioning off welfare,
and those at risk of going on welfare. CCDBG funds were used to provide child care for the working poor.
Asapart of federal welfare reform under P.L. 104-193, these two federal child care funding streams were
merged into the new CCDBG. In order for statesto receive this portion of the CCDBG, they are required
to spend alevel of funding equal to their FFY 1994 nonfederal share of child care expenditures under the
old Title IV-A Program ($85.6 million in California). Federal regulations will allow state expenditures for
child care to satisfy both the CCDBG MOE and TANF Program MOE, provided that these expenditures
meet the M OE requirements for both grants. In addition, if a state has additional child care expenditures,
i.e., expenditures that have not been used toward meeting the CCDBG MOE requirement or to receive
federal matching funds, these expenditures may count toward the state’s TANF MOE, provided that these
expenditures for families meet the state's definition for TANF dligibility. All other TANF MOE
requirements and limitations, as set forth in proposed federal regulations, must also be met.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 1997.
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CDE Child Care Programs

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: 45 Code of Federal Regulations sections 263.2 and 263.3.

» Based on estimated expenditures for CalWORK s participantsin CDE programs, it is assumed the
eligible MOE expenditures will be $332 million in Fiscal Y ears (FY's) 2002-03 and 2003-04.

» Based on estimated expenditures for CalWORK s participants in CDE programs aong with those who
areincome eligible but not Ca WORK s participants, it is assumed that the eligible MOE expenditures
will be $389.5 million in FY 2003-04.

» Federal regulations allow state expenditures for child care to satisfy both the CCDBG MOE and the
TANF MOE, provided that these expenditures meet the MOE requirements for both grants.

» All TANF-€eligible families meet CCBDG dligibility requirements and would, therefore, meet both the
CCDBG and TANF MOE expenditure requirements.

» Thetotal “double-countable’ expenditures cannot exceed the MOE level for the CCDBG ($85.6
million).

METHODOLOGY:
For FY's 2002-03 and 2003-04, the estimate reflects the anticipated M OE-€ligible expenditures.

FUNDING:
This program is funded with 100 percent State General Fund (GF).

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The change reflects the updated CDE countable expenditures for both current and budget years. The
change in GF expenditures for the budget year reflects exclusion of this premise from the proposed 2003-
04 State and Local Realignment.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The change in the budget year reflects counting additional CDE child care expenditures for individuals
who are income eligible but not participating in ClWORKSs as well as CalWORKS/TANF participants.
The change in GF expenditures in the budget year reflects exclusion of this premise from the proposed

2003-04 State and Local Realignment.
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EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $331,781 $389,493
Federal 0 0
State 331,781 389,493
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
$50 State Disregard Payment to Families

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the State maintenance of effort (MOE) expenditures made by the Department of
Child Support Services (DCSS) for the $50 State Disregard Payment to Families for current recipients of
benefits under the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKS) Program.

Public Law (P.L.) 104-193, the federal welfare reform legislation, established the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) Program and a TANF block grant to replace the Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) Program. States must meet an 80 percent MOE to receive their full block grant allocation. The MOE is
reduced to 75 percent for states that meet the work participation rate requirement. For California, the amount of the
MOE is based on state and county expendituresin Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 1994. The State has consistently met
its work participation agreement, therefore the MOE levd is lowered from $2.9 billion (80 percent) to $2.7 hillion,
which constitutes 75 percent of the 1994 level.

The State may count both local and state expenditures made by CDSS or other departments on behalf of
TANF/CaAWORKs-€eligible families toward the MOE. If these expenditures would have been authorized and
allowable under the former AFDC, JOBS, Emergency Assistance or Child Care for AFDC recipients, At-Risk Child
Care or Transitional Child Care programsin FFY 1995, the entire expenditures may count toward the MOE.
However, if such expenditures were not previously authorized and allowable, countable expenditures are limited to
the amount by which allowable current year expenditures exceed the total State program expendituresin FFY 1995.
State expenditures that are used as a match to draw down other federal funding are generally not countable toward
the TANF MOE.

In addition to the regular aid grant, custodial parents also receive the first $50 of the current month’s child
support payment collected from the absent parent. Forwarding the disregard portion of the collection to the
family instead of retaining it to abate government’s cost of the aid grant results in cost increases (lost
collection revenues).

Under the provisions of P.L. 104-193, the federa government discontinued federal financial participation
in the disregard payment to the family as of October 1, 1996. Therefore, this premise reflects the cost for
the State to fund the entire $50 disregard payment to the custodial parent.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This program was originally implemented in Fiscal Year (FY) 1984-85.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: Welfare and Institutions Code section 11475.3 and Family Code section 17504.

* Itisassumed the eligible MOE expenditures claimed by DCSS will be $27.6 million in FY's 2002-03
and 2003-04.

»  The child support payment data are based on the counties’ monthly CS 800 Reports, Summary Reports
of Child and Spousal Support Payments, beginning with FY 1989-90 through August 2002.
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Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
$50 State Disregard Payment to Families

METHODOLOGY:

» Thecost of the current $50 disregard is reported monthly on the CS 800, Summary Report of Child and
Spousal Support Payments. The disregard is paid when the child support collection is distributed.

» The estimate reflects the anticipated MOE-€ligible expenditures based on a projection provided by the
DCSS.

FUNDING:
This program is funded with 100 percent State General Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
The estimates for the current year were updated based on information submitted by DCSS.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $27,569 $27,569
Federal 0 0
State 27,569 27,569
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
EDD — Employment Training Fund Program

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the State maintenance of effort (MOE) expenditures made by the California
Employment Devel opment Department (EDD) for the Employment Training Fund Program.

Asaresult of Public Law 104-193, the federa welfare reform legidation establishing the Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF) Program and a TANF block grant to replace the Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) Program. States must meet an 80 percent MOE to receive their full block grant allocation. The MOE is
reduced to 75 percent for states that meet the work participation rate requirement. For California, the amount of the
MOE is based on state and county expendituresin Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 1994. The State has consistently met
its work participation agreement, therefore the MOE levd is lowered from $2.9 billion (80 percent) to $2.7 hillion,
which constitutes 75 percent of the 1994 level.

The State may count both local and state expenditures made by CDSS or other departments on behalf of
TANF/CaAWORKs-€eligible families toward the MOE. If these expenditures would have been authorized and
allowable under the former AFDC, JOBS, Emergency Assistance or Child Care for AFDC recipients, At-Risk Child
Care or Transitional Child Care programsin FFY 1995, the entire expenditures may count toward the MOE.
However, if such expenditures were not previously authorized and allowable, countable expenditures are limited to
the amount by which allowable current year expenditures exceed the total State program expendituresin FFY 1995.
State expenditures that are used as a match to draw down other federal funding are generally not countable toward
the TANF MOE.

Based on the Code 45 of Federal Regulations section 263.2, Pro Rata charges are considered administrative
costs for TANF MOE purposes. Pro Ratais the apportionment of central service agency costs (e.g., Finance,
Controller, Personnel Board, Legidature) incurred by the General Fund and billed to other funds.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implements July 1, 2003.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
» Authorizing statute: 45 Code of Federal Regulations section 263.0 and section 263.2.

»  The pro-rata assessment to the Employment Training Fund is $155,000 for FY 2003-04.

METHODOLOGY:
For FY 2003-04, the estimate reflects the anticipated MOE-€ligible expenditures.

FUNDING:
This program is funded with 100 percent Employment Training Fund.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.
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Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
EDD — Employment Training Fund Program

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota $0 $155
Federal 0 0
State 0 155
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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General Fund Maintenance of Effort
Work Participation Rate Reductions

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects adjustments made on the Department’ s federal reports for prior federal fiscal years
(FFY s) that reduce the State’ s maintenance of effort (MOE) requirement from 80 percent of the base year
expendituresto 75 percent. These adjustments are the result of meeting the federal work participation rates
for the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKs) Program for FFY s 2000 and
2001.

The Department assumes an 80 percent M OE requirement until notified by the federal government that the
State has met the federal work participation rates. Thistypically occurs after the end of the FFY. After
notification by the federal government, the Department files an amended federal report for that past FFY to
reflect the lower MOE expenditure level of 75 percent. Therefore, State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2002-03
reflects the adjustment for FFY 2000. SFY 2003-04 reflects the adjustment for FFY 2001.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

The Work Participation Rate adjustments are not made until after the federal government has notified the
State that it has met the rate for the FFY. This does not occur until after the end of the FFY for which the
adjustment is being made.

METHODOLOGY:

The FFY s 2000 and 2001 adjustments were determined by adjusting the MOE levels for those yearsto 75
percent. Thisresultsin reductions of $181.7 million for both FFY's, which are displayed in SFY's 2002-03
and 2003-04.

Because of the overlapping quarter between the FFY and the SFY, the Department is able to reflect the
impact of the MOE reduction in alater SFY. Accordingly, the State General Fund (GF) expenditure
reductions are not reflected in the State Budget until SFY 2002-03 and SFY 2003-04. These adjustments
do not, however, bring the MOE expenditure level below the federal requirement for any FFY.

FUNDING:

The funding is areduction in GF expenditures with an increase in federal TANF expenditures.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.
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General Fund Maintenance of Effort
Work Participation Rate Reductions

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

EXPENDITURES:

(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Grant Grant
Tota -$181,663 -$181,663
Federal 0 0
State -181,663 -181,663
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0

460



California Department of Social Services The Estimates Branch and Financial Planning Branch
Administration Division May 2003 Revise

High Performance Bonus Award

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the Temporary Assistance for Needy Family (TANF) funds awarded to the State of
Cdlifornia by the federal government for moving welfare recipients to work and sustaining their successin
the workforce. The High Performance Bonusis part of the TANF Program and authorized under Section
403(a)(4) of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act. The bonusis based
upon the State’ s success during Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2001.

Thisfunding will be available to meet program needs as determined by the Department and approved by
the Department of Finance and the California Health and Human Services Agency. Funding will be used
to support the overall goals of the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kidsand TANF
programs.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on January 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
It is assumed that the federal government will not award the State a FFY 2001 bonus until FY 2003-04.

FUNDING:
The funding is 100 percent TANF.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

Thereis no change.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

Thereis no change.

AWARD AMOUNT:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Total $0 $0
Federal 0 0
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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Total TANF Reserve

DESCRIPTION:

This premise reflects the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) funds that are held in reserve
to cover any unanticipated pressures in the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids
(CAWORKS) Program. This funding is available to meet unforeseen program needs as determined by the
Department and approved by the Department of Finance and the California Health and Human Services
Agency. Funding is used to support the overall goals of the CalWORKs and TANF programs.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
This premise implemented on July 1, 2000.

KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

* TheTotal TANF Reserve funds are used to meet unanticipated pressures in the ClWORK's Program
including child care.

* Thereserve wasoriginally established by the Budget Act of 2000.

METHODOLOGY:
Thereisno reserve funding for Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03. For FY 2003-04, $270 million has been placed
in the reserve for unforeseen expenses.

FUNDING:
This premise is funded with 100 percent federal TANF funds.

CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

The budget year has been updated to ensure that funding is available for unforeseen expenses.

REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

The increase in the budget year is necessary to ensure that funding is available for unforeseen expenses.

RESERVE:
(in 000’ s)
2002-03 2003-04
Tota 0 $270,000
Federal 0 270,000
State 0 0
County 0 0
Reimbursements 0 0
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	The budget year reflects the change in the foster care federal discount rate from 76 percent to 75 percent.
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
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	EXPENDITURES:

	Community Care Licensing - Foster Family Homes
	DESCRIPTION:
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
	METHODOLOGY:
	
	
	
	
	
	Fiscal Year (FY) 2002-03
	FY 2003-04







	Community Care Licensing - Foster Family Homes
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	Family Child Care Homes – Basic Costs
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	Family Child Care Homes – Basic Costs
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
	The decrease in the budget year is the net result of the Fresno County transfer and the implementation of the targeted visits.
	EXPENDITURES:

	Serious Incident Reporting
	DESCRIPTION:
	IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
	METHODOLOGY:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	FY 2002-03
	FY 2003-04
	The estimate was developed using the State Operations calculations for staff needed, and then adjusting by the local assistance caseload and unit costs.  The State licenses 89 percent of the FCCHs statewide, and the counties license the remaining 11 perc







	FUNDING:

	Serious Incident Reporting
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	Community Care Licensing – Family Child Care Homes Backlog Augmentation
	EXPENDITURES:
	(in 000’s)

	Community Care Licensing – Family Child Care Homes Provider Training
	DESCRIPTION:
	IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
	METHODOLOGY:
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	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

	Community Care Licensing – Family Child Care Homes Provider Training
	EXPENDITURES:
	(in 000’s)

	Court Cases
	DESCRIPTION:
	IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
	EXPENDITURES:
	(in 000’s)

	Fee-Exempt Live Scan
	DESCRIPTION:
	IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
	KEY DATA ASSUMPTIONS:
	METHODOLOGY:
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	Fee-Exempt Live Scan
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
	There is no funding provided for this premise in the budget year.
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
	CASELOAD:
	EXPENDITURES:

	Transitional Housing for Foster Youth (AB 427)
	DESCRIPTION:
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
	METHODOLOGY:

	Transitional Housing for Foster Youth (AB 427)
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
	EXPENDITURES:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	(in 000’s)
	ITEM 151 –
	ITEM 151 –








	Transitional Housing for Foster Youth (AB 427)
	EXPENDITURES (continued):

	Transitional Housing for Foster Youth (AB 1119)
	DESCRIPTION:
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
	METHODOLOGY:
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

	Transitional Housing for Foster Youth (AB 1119)
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
	EXPENDITURES:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	ITEM 151 –
	ITEM 151 –








	Energy Programs
	DESCRIPTION:
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
	METHODOLOGY:
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

	Energy Programs
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
	This program will implement on January 1, 2004.
	EXPENDITURES:

	Community Services
	DESCRIPTION:
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
	METHODOLOGY:
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

	Community Services
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
	EXPENDITURES:

	Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
	Community Colleges – Expansion of Services to TANF Eligibles
	DESCRIPTION:
	IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
	METHODOLOGY:

	Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
	Community Colleges – Expansion of Services to TANF Eligibles
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
	EXPENDITURES:

	Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
	DHS – Teenage Pregnancy Prevention Program
	DESCRIPTION:
	IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

	Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
	DHS – Teenage Pregnancy Prevention Program
	METHODOLOGY:
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
	EXPENDITURES:

	Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
	CDE Child Care Programs
	DESCRIPTION:
	IMPLEMENTATION DATE:

	Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
	CDE Child Care Programs
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
	METHODOLOGY:
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:

	Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
	CDE Child Care Programs
	EXPENDITURES:

	Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
	$50 State Disregard Payment to Families
	DESCRIPTION:
	IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:

	$50 State Disregard Payment to Families
	METHODOLOGY:
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
	EXPENDITURES:

	Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
	EDD – Employment Training Fund Program
	DESCRIPTION:
	IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
	METHODOLOGY:
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

	Other Departments’ TANF MOE Eligible Expenditures
	EDD – Employment Training Fund Program
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
	EXPENDITURES:

	General Fund Maintenance of Effort
	Work Participation Rate Reductions
	DESCRIPTION:
	IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
	METHODOLOGY:
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:

	General Fund Maintenance of Effort
	Work Participation Rate Reductions
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
	There is no change.
	EXPENDITURES:

	High Performance Bonus Award
	DESCRIPTION:
	IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
	AWARD AMOUNT:

	Total TANF Reserve
	DESCRIPTION:
	IMPLEMENTATION DATE:
	KEY DATA/ASSUMPTIONS:
	METHODOLOGY:
	FUNDING:
	CHANGE FROM PRIOR SUBVENTION:
	REASON FOR YEAR-TO-YEAR CHANGE:
	RESERVE:



